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Senate 
The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was 

called to order by the Honorable BEN-
JAMIN L. CARDIN, a Senator from the 
State of Maryland. 

PRAYER 

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Eternal God, the giver of every good 

and perfect gift, thank You for the 
favor which You have given to human-
ity. We are grateful, Lord, for the no-
bility You have placed in human hearts 
that enables us to toil until we pass 
the breaking point and still not break. 
Thank You that You have enabled us 
to love until even self is forgotten. 
Thank You also for those who willingly 
sacrifice even life itself for the things 
they hold dear. Thank You that good-
ness always haunts us and sin ever 
brings its remorse. 

Thank You for the Members of this 
legislative body who labor to be Your 
ambassadors of reconciliation in a di-
vided world. May they commit their 
time, effort, and resources to formulate 
public policy in keeping with Your will 
for our beloved Nation. 

We pray in Your great Name. Amen. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Honorable BENJAMIN L. CARDIN 
led the Pledge of Allegiance, as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore (Mr. BYRD). 

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, May 14, 2008. 

To the Senate: 
Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3, 

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 
appoint the Honorable BENJAMIN L. CARDIN, 
a Senator from the State of Maryland, to 
perform the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. CARDIN thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

SCHEDULE 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, following 
leader time, there will be a period of 
morning business for up to 1 hour, with 
the time equally divided and controlled 
between the two leaders or their des-
ignees, with the majority controlling 
the first half and the Republicans con-
trolling the final half. Following morn-
ing business, the Senate will resume 
consideration of H.R. 980, the collective 
bargaining legislation. Rollcall votes 
are expected to occur throughout the 
day. 

Debate on this legislation has been 
exemplary. All amendments to this 
point that have been offered relate to 
labor issues. That is important. This is 
a bipartisan bill. We should be able to 
legislate on this, hopefully get it com-
pleted in the near future. There is a lot 
of pent-up desire on both sides to offer 
amendments on all different issues, but 
I think we would get more done if we 
could focus on this legislation. 

I indicated to Senator ENZI, who was 
so involved in this, how we would pro-
ceed. He has been, as he always is, a 
gentleman. Senator KENNEDY and Sen-
ator ENZI didn’t get everything worked 
out on this piece of legislation that 

they wanted prior to coming to the 
floor; therefore, Senator ENZI feels an 
obligation to offer some amendments 
to take care of some of the issues he 
believes are important, and I support 
him on that. 

f 

MEASURE PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR—S.J. RES. 32 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, S.J. Res. 32 
is at the desk and due for a second 
reading. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will read the resolution 
by title for the second time. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A joint resolution (S.J. Res. 32) limiting 

the issuance of a letter of offer with respect 
to a certain proposed sale of defense articles 
and defense services to the Kingdom of Saudi 
Arabia. 

Mr. REID. I object to any further 
proceedings with respect to the joint 
resolution. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Objection having been heard, the 
joint resolution will be placed on the 
calendar. 

f 

FARM BILL CONFERENCE 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, before turn-

ing this over to the Republican leader, 
we have worked long and hard on the 
farm bill. It is a bipartisan bill. It has 
been a struggle to get where we are. I 
so appreciate the work done by Sen-
ators who are responsible for bringing 
this to the floor, Senators HARKIN and 
CHAMBLISS, BAUCUS, GRASSLEY, and a 
lot of other players who are involved. 
It is a very important piece of legisla-
tion. We expect to turn to the farm 
conference report as soon as we receive 
it from the House. We even will try to 
do it before it comes here, if we can get 
a consent agreement. We hope we can 
limit debate on this matter and get it 
out of here. 

Remember, this week we have to 
hopefully dispose of the collective bar-
gaining legislation. We have to take 
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care of the farm bill. We have to ap-
point conferees on the budget. We also 
have to dispose of, because we have a 
statutory problem, the media cross- 
ownership issue. There are 10 hours of 
debate on that. I hope we can limit 
that significantly. Those are the items 
we need to complete this week—this 
week—and it is already Wednesday. 

f 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized. 

f 

COMMEMORATING 60 YEARS OF 
ISRAELI STATEHOOD 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, 
more than a hundred years ago, the 
Hungarian journalist Theodore Herzl 
set into motion a political movement 
that would change the world. 

Herzl’s vision for a Jewish homeland 
would not be realized in his own life-
time, but the nation that would be-
come the modern State of Israel would 
have exceeded even his dreams of a 
prosperous home for the descendants of 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. 

In the nearly 2,000 years that had 
passed since the exile, the Jewish peo-
ple had remained faithful to their tra-
ditions, praying and hoping for their 
eventual return. That right was ac-
knowledged in the Balfour Declaration 
of 1917 and reaffirmed by the mandate 
of the League of Nations in 1922. The 
horrors of the Nazi Holocaust made 
Israel’s establishment all the more ur-
gent, and had created among the Amer-
ican people a deep sympathy for the as-
pirations of the Jewish people. At the 
stroke of midnight, on this day in 1948, 
the modern State of Israel was born, 
and just eleven minutes later, here in 
the U.S., President Truman recognized 
the new state, solidifying for all time 
the bond between our two countries. 

A deep friendship between America 
and Israel is natural, given the many 
political and moral values we share. 
But our strong diplomatic ties were far 
from inevitable. Historians tell us that 
recognition was strenuously opposed 
by Secretary of State George Marshall, 
a foreign policy realist who valued 
strategic interests over humanitarian 
concerns. In this case, Marshall was 
overridden by his Commander in Chief, 
who, following the Holocaust, saw the 
moral and humanitarian imperative of 
the Jewish people having their own 
state. Despite President Truman’s deep 
respect for Marshall, it was a decision 
that Truman would never regret. 

The U.S. Congress, it should be 
noted, had spoken out on the issue long 
before recognition was sought. As far 
back as 1922, Congress expressed its 
sympathy for a sovereign homeland for 
the Jewish people. It would take two 
more decades for that state to come 
about, but when it did Congress and the 
American people were ready once again 
to express overwhelming support. 

In the decades since the birth of the 
modern State of Israel, much has 
changed. This desert land has in many 
ways become ‘‘a land that floweth with 
milk and honey.’’ In this, it reflects 
the ingenuity and the resourcefulness 
of the Israeli people. 

Over time, the U.S.-Israeli relation-
ship has only grown stronger. A bond 
that was originally based largely on 
moral grounds and shared values has 
been fortified by shared strategic inter-
ests. 

While some Arab states recognize 
Israel, most do not. And Israel faces 
numerous threats, including an exis-
tential threat from Iran. 

Yet on this day of celebration, it is 
my fervent hope that Israel will soon 
celebrate its birth as a state that is 
recognized by all its Arab neighbors, 
safe from the threat of terror. Until 
then, I know my colleagues and I will 
do everything in our power to ensure 
that the U.S.-Israeli relationship is ro-
bust, and that the Jewish state has all 
it needs to defend itself. 

On this anniversary, we send our best 
wishes and every expression of heart-
felt goodwill and congratulations to 
the Jewish people. 

I yield the floor. 

f 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
leadership time is reserved. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the 
Senate will proceed to a period of 
morning business for up to 1 hour, with 
the time equally divided and controlled 
between the two leaders or their des-
ignees, with the majority controlling 
the first half and the Republicans con-
trolling the final half. 

The Senator from Ohio. 

f 

COLOMBIA FREE TRADE 
AGREEMENT 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, in a lit-
tle more than 2 hours, I will join mem-
bers of the United States and Colom-
bian labor organizations at a news con-
ference speaking out against human 
rights abuses in Colombia, speaking 
out against the pending free-trade 
agreement that would ignore those 
abuses and, in some sense, excuse 
them. Much of the talk about this 
agreement centers around the violence 
and impunity in Colombia, especially 
as it relates to trade unionists. And for 
good reason. International organiza-
tions, human rights and religious 
groups look at Colombia’s record with 
alarm and urgency. Human rights de-
fenders, trade unionists, community 
leaders, and religious leaders are 
today, in too many cases, receiving 
death threats from rearmed para-
military groups such as the Black Ea-

gles and are reeling from a new wave of 
violence. 

Before, during, and after a country-
wide rally on March 6, 2008, against 
paramilitary and all forms of violence, 
at least two march organizers were 
killed. Union leaders Carlo Burbano 
and Carmen Cecilia Carvajal were 
killed for simply trying to voice their 
views. Three other social leaders were 
killed in events that also were associ-
ated with the march. March organizers 
all over the country received death 
threats. One organizer’s house was at-
tacked with gunfire on February 29. 
Those human rights issues are serious. 
Yet the administration takes them in 
stride, barely acknowledging the Co-
lombian culture of violence and then 
impunity, in too many cases, for those 
who committed those violent acts. 

In a short while, I will stand with 
nearly a dozen brave women and men 
who have come to Washington to give 
witness to the horrific danger they and 
their loved ones face every day. These 
brave men and women face threats to 
their jobs, their families, their homes, 
and their lives. They are under threat 
because they have taken a stand. They 
have fought for labor and human rights 
in Colombia. 

One message I want them to take 
back to Colombia is that we are not 
taking lightly what is happening to 
them. The administration may be tak-
ing it lightly, but an awful lot of peo-
ple in the House and Senate and an 
awful lot of Americans don’t take this 
lightly. We will push the Bush adminis-
tration to take a stand against the vio-
lence occurring in Colombia instead of 
glossing over it. 

The President must not forsake our 
Nation’s values, our profound respect 
for the rule of law, and our Nation’s 
hard-won progress on behalf of labor 
and human rights and basic rights. 
Again, the President must not forsake 
our Nation’s values and our profound 
respect for the rule of law or our hard- 
won progress to establish labor, 
human, and basic rights. The President 
must not forsake our values or dismiss 
the sacrifices of so many. 

The Colombian Government has 
taken steps to strengthen legal institu-
tions and processes—I acknowledge 
that—but the bottom line is the vio-
lence is not subsiding. Murders of labor 
leaders continued at a pace of one per 
week already this year. 

Some newspapers have said the vio-
lence is down—and although it was 
down last year, now it is back up—and 
we should move on with this Colombia 
trade agreement because the violence 
is down. But when there is one labor 
activist killed every single week, it is 
hard to say that is an acceptable level. 
That is what people in the administra-
tion are saying. That is what some 
newspapers are saying, that that is an 
acceptable level of violence. No, we 
should not approve a trade agreement 
when that kind of violence is aimed at 
too many labor activists. 

For the sake of both our nations, the 
United States should not sign a trade 
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deal with Colombia that shortchanges 
workers, that rewards polluters, that 
gives businesses the same power as sov-
ereign governments. Later, I will talk 
more about a part of this trade agree-
ment and how it does reward polluters 
and gives businesses the same power as 
sovereign governments. In many cases, 
corporations will be able to override 
the democratically attained rule of 
law, rules, and regulations. More on 
that later. 

Back to the issue at hand with Co-
lombia, we absolutely should not sign a 
trade deal that forgives treachery to-
ward labor leaders, that says it is OK 
that these labor leaders are murdered. 
We in this body will fight alongside our 
Colombian labor friends for fair trade, 
and we will fight for their efforts to 
end the violence. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Montana. 
f 

FARM BILL 

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, I rise 
today not only as a U.S. Senator from 
Montana but also as a farmer who is 
actively engaged in agriculture, family 
farm agriculture. It truly is a family 
farm that we operate in north central 
Montana. Not only do my wife Sharla 
and I farm, but when we need help, my 
brother, my son-in-law, my son, and 
my daughter all step to the plate and 
help us. 

We just finished spring planting in 
north central Montana, and with it 
comes hopes for a great year. We all 
know the commodity prices right now 
are very good, but the rest of the story 
is this: Diesel prices are double what 
they were last year. Chemical prices 
have gone through the roof. Fertilizer 
is becoming unaffordable because the 
cost is so high. 

That is where the farm bill steps in— 
this farm bill which just came out of 
conference committee which we will 
vote on, hopefully, later today. In this 
farm bill, we raise the target price. We 
have a disaster program that Senator 
BAUCUS fought so hard to get into this 
bill so that farmers, when they do have 
a disaster, do not have to come back to 
Washington, DC, with hat in hand. 
They will have a safety net. We have 
country-of-origin labeling in this farm 
bill with some teeth in it that I hope 
the next administration takes by the 
horns and adopts so people know where 
their food comes from. It allows for the 
interstate shipment of meat so small 
meatpackers can ship their products 
across State lines, which has not been 
available before, to add value to meat 
products throughout this country. It 
has a nonfood biofuel section of which 
a part of that is a camelina pilot pro-
gram, which I am very proud of, which 
offers farmers another crop for their 
rotation and helps this country become 
more energy independent. It also has a 
very aggressive nutrition program to 
help people who need help buying food, 
which is very important. 

This bill is about rural development, 
about making rural America all it can 
be, creating jobs, and helping meet this 
country’s energy needs, creating a 
level of energy independence. 

This bill is also about food security 
for this country. We have been very 
fortunate in the United States. We 
have not suffered the lack of food that 
other countries have. I believe it is be-
cause of farm bills of the past, and it is 
because family farmers have done such 
a great job meeting this country’s food 
demands. 

We need to have a farm bill that 
helps support those family farmers, 
and that is exactly what this farm bill 
does. Is it perfect? No. But is it pretty 
darn good? Yes. This farm bill does 
things for people in production agri-
culture that it needs to do to make 
sure they remain in business, to make 
sure this country’s food security needs 
are met. 

So when I read editorials in news-
papers on the east coast, west coast, in 
the Washington Post, Boston Herald, 
Dallas Morning News, Los Angeles 
Times—and the list goes on and on— 
that talk about this farm bill being 
loaded with waste and giveaways and 
lard, I ask the folks who write these 
editorials to come out to Montana and 
talk to somebody who has their hands 
in the dirt. Go out to the Midwest and 
see the kinds of challenges these folks 
have and ask yourself: Is this farm bill 
really full of the kind of waste you are 
talking about? Because it is not. It is a 
farm bill that meets the needs of Amer-
ica’s family farmers. As I have said 
many times before, if we lose this 
country’s family farmers, this country 
will change forever, and not for the 
better. 

So I applaud the folks who worked on 
the conference committee from both 
parties, from all corners of this coun-
try, to develop a farm bill that meets 
the needs of this country. I hope the 
Members of this Senate join me later 
on today in voting for this farm bill 
and sending it to the President’s desk. 
I hope the President signs it because it 
is the right thing to do. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll of the 
Senate. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

The Senator from Illinois is recog-
nized. 

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, it has 
now been 10 days since the devastating 
tropical cyclone hit the country of 
Burma. The cyclone, which brought 
sustained winds of 130 miles an hour, 
with gusts as high as 160 miles an hour, 
really caused widespread destruction 
across this Asian nation. 

As you can see from the before and 
after satellite photographs that are on 
this chart, the devastation was par-
ticularly severe in the country’s low- 
lying delta area. A 12-foot wall of water 
swept away entire villages, leaving 
thousands dead and homeless. Bodies 
floated in floodwaters, and survivors 
tried to reach dry ground on boats, 
using blankets as sails. Fights broke 
out around the few shops that were 
able to provide any kind of food to the 
hungry people. 

The United Nations has estimated 
that between 1.2 million and 1.9 million 
people have been severely affected and 
that cyclone-related deaths could 
reach over 100,000. Already, more than 
200,000 people are reported missing. 

Immediately after the cyclone, coun-
tries around the world, including the 
United States, offered emergency sup-
plies and assistance. We offered help in 
transporting badly needed food, water, 
and medicine. In fact, U.S. Navy ships 
that by coincidence were in the region 
for training exercises have remained in 
the vicinity to offer help. Yet almost 2 
weeks after the cyclone, this natural 
disaster has been made worse by the re-
luctance of the Burmese military gov-
ernment to even accept international 
aid on the scale that is necessary. In-
stead, they have ignored the plight of 
their own people, as the entire world 
watches. Not only have they refused 
most outside assistance, they broad-
cast shameless propaganda showing the 
military handing out aid to the people. 
Yet reports from the ground indicate 
the government has done little or noth-
ing to really help. In fact, there are re-
ports that the government’s military 
has confiscated some of the limited aid 
that has been allowed to enter into the 
country. 

Not only has the military ignored the 
suffering of its own people, but it tried 
to push through a sham referendum at 
the same time. Can you imagine a na-
tional election in the midst of this dev-
astation? Critical time and resources 
were used to intimidate people to the 
polls—time and resources that should 
have been spent for helpless and suf-
fering victims. 

U.N. Secretary Ban Ki-moon summed 
up the situation when he said: 

This is not about politics; it is about sav-
ing people’s lives. There is absolutely no 
more time to lose. 

He continued: 
Unless more aid gets into the country very 

quickly, we face an outbreak of infectious 
diseases that could dwarf today’s crisis. 

In a country that already has one of 
the worst health care systems of the 
world, it is even harder for people who 
need medical attention to find it. The 
environment is a rich breeding ground 
for infection and contagious disease. 
We are hearing disturbing reports of 
badly injured people trying to dress 
their own wounds. The government has 
repeatedly forced humanitarian organi-
zations such as Doctors Without Bor-
ders to leave the hardest hit areas. 
Bodies are decomposing. The contami-
nation is spreading. The immediate 
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risk of waterborne disease is acute. The 
risk of other diseases, such as malaria 
and dengue fever, is growing as mosqui-
toes rapidly reproduce in the flooded 
areas. 

Existing malnutrition among chil-
dren, which affects up to half the popu-
lation in Burma, is even worse because 
of the flooding and cyclone. 

Mr. President, perhaps the world 
should not be so surprised with this 
military’s outrageous reaction to this 
disaster. This is, after all, a govern-
ment with a long, well-documented his-
tory of brutality to its own people. 

In eastern Burma, the military has 
destroyed 3,000 villages over the past 10 
years. It has widely used forced labor 
and has recruited up to 70,000 child sol-
diers—far more than any other country 
in the world. Today, Burma has an es-
timated 1.5 million internal and exter-
nal refugees. 

It is a country with a well-docu-
mented history of political repression 
and torture. Two years after the Bur-
mese people protested conditions in 
1988, the government held an election. 
Aung San Suu Kyi, a leader in human 
rights around the world, was placed 
under house arrest before the election 
and has suffered mightily since. De-
spite her party’s victory she was sub-
jugated and imprisoned in her own 
home for most of the last 18 years. Suu 
Kyi has been awarded the Congres-
sional Gold Medal—recognition by this 
Congress of her singular efforts in 
Burma to bring a new day and a new 
government. Last September, thou-
sands of monks peacefully protested for 
change in Burma. Many of them were 
hunted down, imprisoned, and killed. 
This military junta has ignored global 
calls for dialog and an end to the vio-
lence. 

Earlier this week, ADM Timothy 
Keating, who leads the U.S. Pacific 
Command, and USAID Administrator 
Henrietta Fore landed with an Amer-
ican relief flight in Rangoon. They met 
directly with the Burmese military of-
ficials to offer help. I hope this visit 
does help. 

Last week, I spoke of the world tak-
ing definitive action to halt the geno-
cide in Darfur. Today, we face a mount-
ing humanitarian crisis in Burma. 

Some, including French Foreign Min-
ister Bernard Kouchner, have said the 
United Nations should invoke the re-
sponsibility to protect—a provision 
that allows the world community to 
help those left unprotected by their 
governments. Others argue that China, 
which also has suffered a horrible nat-
ural disaster this week, should use its 
friendship with Burma to help open the 
country to outside assistance. At a 
minimum, Burma should view China’s 
response to its earthquake, in which it 
immediately and proactively stated its 
willingness to accept emergency aid, as 
an important way to work with the 
global community. Whatever the route, 
the world community, with American 
leadership and generosity, must do 
more to address this humanitarian cri-
sis. 

HEALTH CARE 
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, free 

market fundamentalism tells us that 
all we have to do is get Government 
out of the way and the miraculous pow-
ers of competition and supply and de-
mand will solve all our problems. This 
is a cardinal principle of the adminis-
tration now in power. They have had 
7 1⁄2 years to test their theory, and the 
results—for our economy and Amer-
ica’s working families—has been a dis-
aster. They have put their theory to 
work, and it has thrown Americans out 
of work. The middle class in America is 
shrinking and suffering. Today, more 
Americans are falling out of the middle 
class than are working their way into 
it. 

A new poll by the respected Kaiser 
Family Foundation provides a sobering 
look at the economic situation and the 
reality of economics in America today. 
The Kaiser Foundation asked people 
about seven economic trends or 
changes that they considered serious 
problems. Forty-four percent of Ameri-
cans said problems paying for gasoline 
is a serious problem for their family’s 
financial well-being. Twenty-nine per-
cent said problems getting a good-pay-
ing job or a raise are serious. Twenty- 
eight percent of Americans said prob-
lems in paying for health care and 
health insurance were serious and 
hurting their economic well-being. 
Those are the top three economic 
strains on family budgets: The price of 
gasoline, jobs—good-paying jobs—and 
paying for health care. 

They also rated serious problems 
when they were asked about the strains 
and problems their families face. Prob-
lems paying for mortgage or rent: One 
out of five. Problems paying for food 
and credit card debt: One out of five. 
Losing money in the stock market: 
About one out of six. 

We have heard a lot said about the 
strain the record gas prices are placing 
on families and our economy. Yet in 
the midst of all this, with the knowl-
edge of what it is doing to our econ-
omy, to families, to businesses, to 
farmers, big oil companies continue to 
rake in record profits at the expense of 
the American economy. 

I wish to take a few minutes to talk 
about another economic problem that 
is hurting America’s families and busi-
nesses: out-of-control health care 
costs. A recent essay in Newsweek 
magazine contained an eye-opening 
title: ‘‘The Myth of the Best in the 
World.’’ 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full article be printed in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From Newsweek, Mar. 22, 2008] 
THE MYTH OF ‘BEST IN THE WORLD’—A SPATE 

OF NEW RESEARCH SHOWS THE U.S. BEHIND 
OTHER COUNTRIES IN CANCER SURVIVAL AND 
DIABETES CARE 

(By Sharon Begley) 
Not to be heartless or anything, but let’s 

leave aside the dead babies. In international 

comparisons of health care, the infant mor-
tality rate is a crucial indicator of a nation’s 
standing, and the United States’ position at 
No. 28, with seven per 1,000 live births worse 
than Portugal, Greece, the Czech Republic, 
Northern Ireland and 23 other nations not ex-
actly known for cutting-edge medical 
science—is a tragedy and an embarrassment. 
Much of the blame for this abysmal showing, 
however, goes to socioeconomic factors: 
poor, uninsured women failing to get pre-
natal care or engaging in behaviors (smok-
ing, using illegal drugs, becoming pregnant 
as a teen) that put fetuses’ and babies’ lives 
at risk. You can look at 28th place and say, 
yes, it’s terrible, but it doesn’t apply to my 
part of the health-care system—the one for 
the non-poor insured. 

That, in a nutshell, is why support for 
health-care reform is fragile and shallow. 
Yes, many people of goodwill support extend-
ing coverage to the 47 million Americans 
who, according to the Census Bureau, had no 
insurance for all or part of 2006. An awful lot 
of the insured, though, worry that messing 
with the system to bring about universal 
coverage, even if it allows more newborns to 
survive, might also hurt the quality and 
availability of care that they themselves get 
(‘‘If I have trouble getting my doctor to see 
me now, what will happen when 47 million 
more people want appointments?’’). This is 
where you start getting the requisite genu-
flection to the United States’ having ‘‘the 
best health care in the world.’’ One problem: 
a spate of new research shows the United 
States well behind other developed countries 
on measures from cancer survival to diabetes 
care that cannot entirely be blamed on the 
rich-poor or insured-uninsured gulf. None of 
this implies a specific fix for the U.S. health- 
care system. It does, however, say that ‘‘the 
best in the world’’ is a myth that should not 
be an impediment to reform. 

How widespread is the ‘‘best in the world’’ 
view? In a survey of 1,026 U.S. adults, the 
Harvard School of Public Health and Harris 
Interactive reported last week, 55 percent 
said they thought the United States has the 
best quality care of any country. (Fewer 
called the U.S. system the best overall, due 
to poor access and high costs.) ‘‘Health-care 
reform has failed before and will fail again if 
middle-income people with insurance think 
it will make quality go down,’’ says Har-
vard’s Robert Blendon. 

One thing Americans love about their sys-
tem is the availability (for the insured) of 
high-tech equipment and the latest proce-
dures. But there is abundant evidence that 
these are not necessarily beneficial. I re-
member breast-cancer patients screaming 
bloody murder in the 1990s when they were 
denied access to bone-marrow transplants. 
Sadly, once the treatment was subjected to 
rigorous study, it was shown not to extend 
life. But it made women who worked the sys-
tem to get it (some private insurers agreed 
to cover it) suffer even more than they al-
ready were. In a centralized system such as 
Medicare, science more than the market 
shapes what treatments are available. 
‘‘Some of the things patients scream for,’’ 
says Blendon, ‘‘aren’t going to help them.’’ 
Though they do run up the U.S. medical bill. 
At $6,697 per capita in 2007, it is the highest 
in the world (20 percent more than 
Luxembourg’s, the next highest) and more 
than twice the average of the 30 wealthy 
countries in the Organization for Economic 
Cooperation and Development. 

If only it bought better care. Only 55 per-
cent of U.S. patients get treatments that sci-
entific studies show to work, such as beta 
blockers for heart disease, found a 2003 study 
in The New England Journal of Medicine. 
One reason is that when insurance is tied to 
employment, you may have to switch doc-
tors when you change jobs. In the past three 
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years, says Karen Davis, president of the 
Commonwealth Fund, 32 percent of Ameri-
cans have had to switch doctors. The result 
is poor continuity of care—no one to coordi-
nate treatment or watch out for adverse 
drug interactions. Such failures may con-
tribute to the estimated 44,000 to 98,000 an-
nual deaths from medical mistakes just in 
hospitals, and to ‘‘amenable mortality’’— 
deaths preventable by medical care. Those 
total about 101,000 a year, reports a new 
study in the journal Health Affairs. That per 
capita rate puts America dead last of the 
study’s 19 industrialized countries. 

Other data, too, belie the ‘‘best in the 
world’’ mantra. The five-year survival rate 
for cervical cancer? Worse than in Italy, Ire-
land, Germany and others, finds the OECD. 
The survival rate for breast cancer? You’d do 
better in Switzerland, Norway, Britain and 
others. Asthma mortality? Twice the rate of 
Germany’s or Sweden’s. Some of the U.S. 
numbers are dragged down by the uninsured; 
they are twice as likely to have advanced 
cancer when they first see a doctor than are 
people with insurance, notes oncologist 
Elmer Huerta of Washington Hospital Cen-
ter, president of the American Cancer Soci-
ety. But the numbers of uninsured are too 
low to fully explain the poor U.S. showing. 

It isn’t realistic to expect America to be 
the best in every measure of medical quality. 
And none of this tells us how to reform the 
U.S. system. But it does say the ‘‘best in the 
world’’ is misguided medical chauvinism 
that should not block attempts at reform. 

Mr. DURBIN. This column points out 
that the United States spent almost 
$7,000 per person on medical care last 
year—$6,697 per capita. That is the 
highest in the world. It is 20 percent 
more per person than the next highest 
spending nation of Luxembourg, and it 
is more than twice as much as the 30 
wealthiest countries around the world. 

In a survey of over 1,000 adults, the 
Harvard School of Public Health and 
Harris Interactive found that 55 per-
cent thought the United States had the 
best-quality care in the world. 

The fact that we spend so much per 
person may lead people to that conclu-
sion—that we have the best care. After 
all, we spend the most money. Yet the 
facts tell us otherwise. The highest 
cost doesn’t mean the highest quality. 
We rank below other nations in many 
critical health outcomes. There is no 
doubt in my mind if I were seriously ill 
in any part of the world, I would try to 
find my way to the United States. 
There is no question we have the very 
best doctors, the very best medical pro-
fessionals, hospitals, and medical tech-
nology. 

But when you take a step back and 
look at the outcomes for the American 
people, it tells a different story. The 5- 
year survival rate for cervical cancer 
in the United States—cervical cancer— 
is worse than Italy, Ireland, Germany, 
and many others. The survival rate for 
breast cancer in the United States is 
worse than the survivor rate in Swit-
zerland, Norway, Britain, and other na-
tions. Our asthma mortality rate is 
twice the rate of Germany and Sweden. 
True, we have the best hospitals but 
not the best outcomes, in many in-
stances. 

Only 66 percent of U.S. patients re-
ceive treatments that scientific studies 

show to work, such as beta blockers for 
heart disease, according to the New 
England Journal of Medicine. 

According to a 2007 survey by the 
Independent Commonwealth Fund, 
adults in the United States are more 
likely to forgo needed health care than 
adults in Australia, Canada, Germany, 
Netherlands, New Zealand, and the 
United Kingdom. Nearly one out of five 
American adults surveyed said they 
have serious problems paying medical 
bills. That is more than double the rate 
in the next highest country. Nearly a 
third of those surveyed had spent more 
than $1,000 out of pocket in the last 
year on medical costs not covered by 
insurance. Only one out of five Aus-
tralians and one out of eight Canadians 
spent that much money on out-of-pock-
et health expenses. No other nation 
came even close. 

Seven years ago, the World Health 
Organization made the first major ef-
fort to rank the health systems of 191 
nations. The top two nations in the 
world: France and Italy. The United 
States did not even make the top 10; 
not even the top 20. We ranked 37th in 
the world, according to the World 
Health Organization, when it came to 
our health care systems. We have this 
vanity in the United States that be-
cause we spend so much money on 
health care, we must be the best in the 
world. It is not true. 

More people die each year from med-
ical and surgical mistakes in the 
United States than in any other indus-
trialized nation. Incidentally, more 
Americans die of medical mistakes 
each year than die from AIDS, breast 
cancer, and automobile accidents com-
bined. 

In health information technology, we 
lag far behind. By 2005, the United 
Kingdom had invested 450 times more 
per person in public funding of health 
information than the United States. 
We rank the highest in infant mor-
tality among 23 nations and near the 
bottom in healthy life expectancy at 
age 60. We are 15th among 19 countries 
in deaths from a wide range of illnesses 
that would not have been fatal if treat-
ed timely and in an effective way. We 
do well in reducing smoking, but we 
still have the worst rates of obesity. 

When you get beyond the myths and 
look at the studies, it becomes clear. 
The quality of a nation’s health care is 
determined not by how much we spend 
but by whether we provide universal 
care that works. The United States is 
the only major industrialized nation 
without universal health coverage. We 
cannot give an assurance to every sin-
gle American that they will have a doc-
tor at hand when they need one. We 
can’t give them the assurance that 
they can have basic access to needed 
health care when they absolutely need 
it for their family. Other nations have 
met that responsibility. We have not. 

Ironically, the persistent and un-
founded belief that Americans receive 
the best health care is a major reason 
why we don’t move toward change and 

don’t move toward providing the peace 
of mind which every American and 
every American family deserves. The 
health care and insurance companies 
spend millions of dollars to frighten 
Americans into thinking that covering 
everyone with health insurance will 
somehow mean less coverage for others 
and less choice for Americans who al-
ready have health insurance. That is a 
scare tactic. Look at all the other 
countries in the world that have better 
health care at much lower cost. By the 
way, when it comes to health care 
choice—especially choice of doctors—a 
third of Americans with health insur-
ance say they had to change doctors in 
the last 3 years because their insurance 
company insisted on it. One out of 
three Americans. So the idea that con-
sumers are in charge of their own 
health care choices is belied by that 
statistic. 

There is no reason why we can’t build 
a better health care system in America 
that lowers costs, covers everybody, 
and makes us a healthier nation. One 
of the first steps is to get beyond the 
myths and the vanity and actually 
look at the facts. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

f 

RECOGNIZING ISRAEL’S 60TH 
ANNIVERSARY 

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I want 
to join others of my colleagues in help-
ing the nation of Israel celebrate its 
60th anniversary. 

The nation of Israel was founded, of 
course, on May 14, 1948. I think it is ap-
propriate that we honor this ally of the 
United States and reaffirm the bonds of 
close friendship and cooperation be-
tween our two countries. This alliance, 
this friendship, has never been more 
important to the mutual security and 
safety of our people than it is today. 
This friendship, of course, spans oceans 
and is based on shared values. 

I was pleased when Congress recently 
reaffirmed our commitment to pre-
serving and strengthening that alliance 
by passing a concurrent resolution 
honoring Israel and recognizing its im-
portant mission and its history. 

In the face of common threats, our 
relationship with Israel today is as im-
portant as ever. We have mutual goals 
in defeating radical Islamic terrorism, 
fostering Middle East stability, and 
promoting freedom. 

Israel has shown an unwavering con-
viction in democracy, justice, security, 
and peace. The nation of Israel and its 
people deserve not only our friendship 
and our support but our admiration as 
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well. I extend my warmest congratula-
tions to the State of Israel and the 
Israeli people for this important anni-
versary. 

f 

SENATE INACTION 
Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, I want 

to turn to an important vote that we 
had yesterday in the Senate. Unfortu-
nately, yesterday morning, we saw 
only 42 Senators voted to do anything 
significant about the high price of gas-
oline at the pump. This is just the lat-
est example, I am afraid, of congres-
sional intransigence and turning a deaf 
ear to the cries of the American people 
for Congress to do something to help 
bring relief at the gas pump. Unfortu-
nately, it is just the latest example. 

I know most of us came to Wash-
ington to serve in the Congress to try 
to solve problems. Unfortunately, the 
mentality inside the beltway seems to 
be that we ought to spend more time 
shooting at each other on a partisan 
political basis and not working to-
gether to solve problems. Unfortu-
nately, there are more examples than 
just high gas prices to demonstrate 
this mentality. 

I will just point to four areas where 
we have seen significant delays in con-
gressional action that have had tre-
mendous consequences on the Amer-
ican people. First and foremost is on 
our national security. It was 89 days 
ago that the Foreign Intelligence Sur-
veillance Act basically expired. The 
most recent authorization would have 
allowed us to continue to listen in to 
foreign terrorists communicating with 
each other on the telephone in a way 
that would allow us to detect and deter 
terrorist activity and defeat terrorist 
activity. 

Why the House of Representatives 
and Speaker PELOSI would refuse to 
allow this important piece of legisla-
tion to come to the floor after it passed 
the Senate on a strong bipartisan vote 
is, frankly, beyond me. But it has been 
89 days now since we have had the abil-
ity to detect new terrorist threats, 
when the Foreign Intelligence Surveil-
lance Act basically went dark and ex-
pired. 

Secondly, it has been 540 days since 
we have failed to act on the Colombia 
Free Trade Agreement. Free-trade 
agreements should not be partisan af-
fairs. It is good, in fact, for us to have 
free-trade agreements because it opens 
markets to American farmers and 
American manufacturers and producers 
for their goods in other countries. In 
fact, Colombia does about $2.3 billion 
in trade with the State of Texas each 
year, which is very important to my 
State. Unfortunately, when Texas sells 
goods and produce to Colombia, they 
carry large tariffs, which disadvan-
tages my manufacturers, my pro-
ducers, and my farmers in Texas, while 
Colombian goods that are sold in the 
United States, because of other agree-
ments, basically come in duty free. 

Why Speaker PELOSI would fail to 
allow this important free-trade agree-

ment to be taken up and voted on in 
the House of Representatives, again, 
escapes me. This is in the best interest 
of the United States. It is in the best 
interest of my State and the people 
who work there. At a time when we are 
dealing with stimulus packages be-
cause we are concerned about the soft-
ening of our economy, what better 
stimulus could we enact than to pass 
this free-trade agreement, which would 
strengthen the robust markets in Co-
lombia for American goods and 
produce? But here we are 540 days 
later, and it is bogged down in partisan 
disagreements. 

The next number is another impor-
tant number. I think one of the most 
important jobs the Senate has is to 
take up and consider the nominations 
of individuals who have been proposed 
for service on the Federal bench and to 
serve in that important branch of Gov-
ernment. But we have seen that be-
cause of inaction in the Judiciary Com-
mittee, on some nominees such as 
Peter Keisler—nominated more than 
685 days ago—and we have seen nomi-
nees out of North Carolina pass the 300- 
day mark without even so much as a 
hearing in the Judiciary Committee. 

This is another example of partisan 
delays that, frankly, I think frustrates 
the American people. It certainly frus-
trates me. It is an example of where we 
ought to act and find an opportunity to 
come together to solve a problem, and 
the problem is particularly in the 
Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals, where 
many litigants simply cannot find ac-
cess to the courts because there are not 
enough judges sitting on those benches 
to listen to cases. Whether you are a 
crime victim or a small business man 
or woman or whether you are just a 
regular citizen in that Fourth District, 
we have a judicial emergency with 
about one-third of the seats vacant. 
Frankly, that creates a lack of access 
to justice. So, again, it has been 685 
days without a vote on some of the 
nominees in the Judiciary Committee. 
We need to do better. 

Of course, it was 751 days ago when 
Speaker PELOSI,—then running for 
election, and before the 2006 election, 
where Democrats were given the ma-
jority status in both the House and 
Senate, said: Elect us and we will 
produce a commonsense plan to help 
bring down the price of gasoline at the 
pump. Unfortunately, the price of gaso-
line at about the time that she took of-
fice as Speaker of the House was about 
$2.33 a gallon, I believe. And now, of 
course, it is about $3.75 a gallon. 

Yesterday, as I mentioned, we had an 
opportunity to help provide relief for 
American families, to help them deal 
with their family budgets when it 
comes to the cost of gasoline. But I 
think we took a half step that did not 
do very much. What I mean by that is 
we did vote to quit filling the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve, but if you look at 
how much oil that represents that 
would then be available in the open 
market, it is roughly 70,000 barrels of 

oil a day. Now, 70,000 barrels of oil a 
day sounds like a lot of oil, unless you 
consider the amount of oil consumed 
globally by all the countries on the 
planet. That is 85 million barrels of oil 
a day. How much of an impact do you 
think it will have on gasoline at the 
pump to provide an additional 70,000 
barrels of oil, when worldwide con-
sumption is 85 million? You don’t have 
to be a Ph.D. in mathematics to figure 
that out. It will not be big. As a matter 
of fact, it will be minuscule—not com-
pletely insignificant but not very 
much. 

On the other hand, we had an oppor-
tunity to vote to reduce our depend-
ence upon imported oil and gas from 
dangerous enemies of the United 
States, countries such as Iran and Ven-
ezuela, both of whom are members of 
OPEC, the Organization of Petroleum 
Exporting Countries. 

Unfortunately, the Senate turned 
down that opportunity to produce as 
much as 3 million barrels of oil a day 
from the U.S. reserve because we would 
not allow or authorize Alaskans to 
produce oil in Alaska. We would not 
authorize the States along the Outer 
Continental Shelf to be able to develop 
their oil reserves in the Outer Conti-
nental Shelf, and we would not allow 
States in the West to develop the oil 
shale that could produce massive 
amounts of oil right here in America, 
reducing our dependency on imported 
oil from dangerous countries such as 
Iran and Venezuela. 

What I don’t understand is, if our 
friends across the Senate—and I believe 
there was only one vote against the de-
cision to stop putting oil in the Stra-
tegic Petroleum Reserve. But if every-
body in the Senate virtually agrees 
that adding 70,000 barrels of oil to the 
worldwide supply of oil would help 
bring down the price of gas at the 
pump—however minuscule that figure 
may be—how much more would it be 
likely to bring down the price of gas at 
the pump to add 3 million additional 
barrels to worldwide supply? Of course, 
this would not be from Saudi Arabia or 
Iran or Venezuela. It would be from the 
good old USA. 

Again, how many new jobs would 
that create at home, when our econ-
omy has turned soft? It would create a 
lot of jobs in Texas. I know it would 
create jobs in Louisiana and, frankly, 
all over the country. 

Instead of taking an opportunity to 
take a bold move on a bipartisan basis 
to increase the supply of American oil 
and gas, we find ourselves with half 
steps and relatively insignificant votes 
to increase production. I am glad that, 
finally, the Congress has recognized 
that the laws of supply and demand are 
not inapplicable in the District of Co-
lumbia. As a matter of fact, for a long 
time, it seemed that we outright re-
fused to recognize the economic laws 
that apply across the planet right here 
in Washington, DC. 

So I ask my friends and colleagues, if 
you are unwilling to allow us to open 
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American oil reserves when the price of 
gasoline is $3.75 a gallon and the price 
of a barrel of oil is $125, will you allow 
us to do it when gasoline hits $4 a gal-
lon? How about when it hits $4.50 a gal-
lon or $5 a gallon or $10 a gallon? How 
about when the price of oil hits $150 a 
barrel or $200 or $250? 

We know because of the geopolitical 
situation with countries such as Iran, 
which are no friend to the United 
States and are major oil producers and 
are part of OPEC, that causes specula-
tion on the spot market to push the 
price of oil higher. I believe it would 
have a dramatic impact on those prices 
and, ultimately, because oil represents 
70 percent of the price of a gallon of 
gasoline, I believe it would ultimately 
bring down the price of gasoline and 
provide some much needed relief to the 
average American family. 

Congress’s failure to act on a strong 
bipartisan basis to do it is, frankly, in-
explicable to me, just as it is inex-
plicable to me why we would not allow 
our intelligence officials to listen to 
the conversations of new targets of for-
eign terror surveillance, and why we 
would continue to let American busi-
nesses and farmers be disadvantaged by 
tariffs on goods and produce sold to the 
nation of Colombia, and why we would 
wait more than 685 days to consider the 
nominations of judicial nominees and 
allow crime victims and small busi-
nesses and others to go without their 
day in court. 

Just for the same reasons those 
delays are inexplicable, why are we 
still waiting 751 days after Speaker 
PELOSI made the statement that she 
would produce a commonsense plan to 
bring down the price at the pump? 

It is inexplicable to me why we have 
to wait with no real solutions in sight. 

I yield the floor. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Senator from Louisiana is 
recognized. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I ask 
that I be notified when I have con-
sumed 6 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Chair will so advise. 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I also 
rise on the Senate floor today to talk 
about the crisis we face in terms of 
gasoline and energy prices and the need 
for us to act in terms of this true crisis 
that affects every Louisiana family I 
represent and every American family 
this body represents. 

When this new Congress, led by 
Democratic leadership, took office, en-
ergy prices, gasoline prices were sup-
posed to be a top priority. At the time, 
the price at the pump was $2.31. Yet 
today it has risen to $3.76 a gallon. 
That is a 61-percent increase. 

If this was such a priority at $2.31, if 
we have had this dramatic increase, 
the fastest, the most dramatic, the 
most onerous on the consumer in his-
tory, why isn’t this leading to action? 
The simple reality is that it is not. 

This Congress has been tangled in in-
action, unable to take significant ac-

tion on this issue, and that has to end 
for the good of the American people. 

As my colleague from Texas reiter-
ated, this is not overly complicated. 
Price is set by the equation of where 
supply meets demand. That is econom-
ics 101. That is the first lesson of eco-
nomics. So we need to do everything 
we can to reduce demand, mitigate 
worldwide demand, which is clearly in-
creasing, particularly from rapidly 
growing countries such as China and 
India, and we can do that through con-
servation, fuel efficiency, and new 
sources of energy. But we also need to 
increase supply. We need to do both at 
once because our energy picture is so 
challenging and so dire. 

So I rise to join my colleagues who 
are saying we need to act, we need to 
break out of this gridlock, we need to 
act on energy prices which affect all 
American families. 

Unfortunately, we had that oppor-
tunity in the last several weeks and, 
once again, the Senate passed on the 
opportunity, shut down the oppor-
tunity to take real action. 

Again, this is an enormous challenge, 
and we need to do everything we can, 
both on the demand side—and I support 
those measures: increased energy effi-
ciency, increased levels of conserva-
tion, development of new technology 
and new energy sources. We have done 
a little bit of that, but we need to do 
more. But we also need to act on the 
supply side, increasing our supply of 
energy, particularly our domestic sup-
ply which increases our energy inde-
pendence, lessens our dependence on 
unfriendly foreign nations. 

Several weeks ago, we were on an 
FAA bill, and I had an amendment at 
the desk that would constitute real, 
meaningful action. It was very simple. 
It would have established a trigger at 
the price of $126 per barrel of oil. When 
the price reached that mark—and we 
are, unfortunately, perilously close al-
ready—then the trigger would have 
been pulled, and we would have been 
able to explore and produce off Amer-
ica’s Outer Continental Shelf, where we 
have vast resources of energy. But we 
would only do that with two signifi-
cant caveats, with two significant de-
mands. 

The first is that the host State in-
volved, wherever we were proposing 
drilling, would have to want that activ-
ity. The Governor and the State legis-
lature would both have to affirm that 
they wanted to produce off their coast. 
It is very important, very fair, respect-
ing State sovereignty and States 
rights. 

Secondly, my amendment would have 
built on provisions we passed several 
years ago to give those host States sig-
nificant royalty sharing so anything 
produced off their coast, 37.5 percent of 
that royalty would go to the State for 
the State to use on its top priorities, 
whether they be highways or higher 
education or, in the case of Louisiana, 
coastal restoration, hurricane protec-
tion, hurricane evacuation routes. 

That was a very sound, sensible policy 
we set a couple years ago as we opened 
new areas of the gulf. 

My amendment, which I had at the 
desk for the FAA reauthorization bill, 
would have expanded on that good pol-
icy initiative. Unfortunately, we 
couldn’t have a full debate on that 
amendment. We couldn’t have any vote 
on that amendment because the Demo-
cratic majority leader filled the 
amendment tree, took up all oppor-
tunity for amendment for himself and 
blocked all other amendments from 
coming to the floor. 

That is unfortunate on any issue. It 
is particularly unfortunate, again, on 
the top concern of the American peo-
ple, when prices at the pump are sky- 
high and continuing to rise, when they 
have risen from $2.31 a gallon at the be-
ginning of this Democratic Congress to 
$3.76 a gallon today—a dramatic, oner-
ous, 61-percent increase. 

Yesterday, we had another oppor-
tunity to break through the gridlock 
and act, and it was by adopting the 
McConnell-Domenici amendment. That 
amendment proposed a number of 
measures, including something very 
similar to my Vitter amendment re-
garding the Outer Continental Shelf. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-
SON of Nebraska). The Senator has used 
6 minutes. 

Mr. VITTER. I thank the Chair. That 
McConnell-Domenici amendment in-
cluded a number of measures, some-
thing very similar to my proposal with 
regard to the Outer Continental Shelf. 
It would have dramatically expanded 
our domestic supply. It would have 
done something real, concrete and 
meaningful and have a significant im-
pact over time on the price at the 
pump. 

Yet again, the Senate refused to act, 
refused to move forward with that sig-
nificant proposal that would do major 
things on the supply side and would 
couple it with other actions we are 
taking and further actions we need to 
take on the demand side. 

Instead, we did something extremely 
modest. We said: For now, we are not 
going to continue to fill the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve. I supported that 
move. It is true that will free up 70,000 
barrels of oil to put into the open mar-
ket versus pumping into the Strategic 
Petroleum Reserve, but that is very 
modest. That is hardly going to make a 
dent on the price at the pump. 

In contrast, all the provisions of the 
McConnell-Domenici amendment, all 
that extra supply domestically would 
have meant 3 million barrels in con-
trast to 70,000. Yet again, the Demo-
cratic leadership and the Senate over-
all refused to act, refused to address 
this issue, the most serious that Amer-
icans are facing today, the one that 
hits their pocketbook over and over, 
causing them real concern about their 
family budget and how they are going 
to make it. 

I urge the Senate to get out of this 
do-nothing attitude. I urge the Senate 
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to act on this crucial issue for all 
American families. 

Again, this is not brain surgery. This 
is economics 101, supply and demand. It 
is not either/or. We need to do every-
thing we can to lessen demand, and I 
support those measures to increase ef-
ficiency, to increase efforts at con-
servation, to increase new technology 
efforts that will lead us to new fuel 
sources. That is absolutely necessary. 
But it needs to be coupled with action 
to increase supply, particularly domes-
tic supply, by tapping those vital re-
serves, particularly on our Outer Con-
tinental Shelf. 

I join the Senator in Texas in asking, 
if we are not going to do it now at $3.76 
a gallon, when are we going to act? Are 
we going to wait for $4? Are we going 
to wait for $5? We need to act now. This 
is a serious issue for all Americans. 
This hits the pocketbook of every 
American family. We need to act now. 
We need to act not with political dema-
goguery, not with pure rhetoric. We 
need to act with measures that have an 
impact, both on the demand side and 
the supply side. I hope the Senate and 
the Congress move to do that. 

f 

ISRAEL’S 60TH ANNIVERSARY 

Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I wish to 
also speak on Israel’s 60th anniversary. 
It is a very important date for a truly 
remarkable country and a remarkable 
people who, in a mere six decades of ex-
istence, have built a vibrant, success-
ful, modern democracy out of almost 
nothing. 

When I was still a student, I had the 
opportunity to visit Israel with my sis-
ter. She had a college friend who had 
moved to Israel after graduation. Even 
back then—I was very young—I 
couldn’t help be impressed by the de-
termination and perseverance of all the 
people I met and their effort to build a 
vibrant, democratic state, to create a 
safe, secure homeland for all Jews, no 
matter where they may have originally 
been from around the world. 

I had a second opportunity to visit 
Israel as a Member of Congress many 
years later. It was a very different sort 
of trip, very different itinerary, a very 
different set of meetings than when I 
was a student. But I left with the same 
strong feelings of respect and admira-
tion for all the people of Israel, the 
same recognition of their determina-
tion and unflagging faith in their na-
tion and countrymen. Their belief in 
the importance of their mission had 
not faded at all in the years between 
my visits. 

What makes today especially notable 
is it is the 60th anniversary of the 
founding of the State of Israel. There is 
wonderful hope in this celebration of 
the 60th anniversary, and there is also 
sober appreciation of the challenges 
that remain. 

On the hopeful side, on the impres-
sive side, is that in a mere 60 years, as 
I have said, Israel has created a nation 
characterized by strong democratic 

principles, a compassionate and deter-
mined people, innovative industry, es-
pecially in technology, medicine, and 
science, a competitive global economy. 

In a mere six decades, Israel has built 
all that tremendous innovation, tre-
mendous economic prosperity and 
progress virtually out of nothing, vir-
tually out of the sands of the desert. It 
has become a beacon of freedom and 
democracy in a region that has very 
few examples to speak to. Israel is the 
only fully developed democracy in that 
sense. It represents to all peoples what 
can be achieved when people come to-
gether in a common cause, set aside 
differences, work together in a very de-
termined way to make life better for 
them and their children. I recognize 
this important anniversary. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is now closed. 

f 

PUBLIC SAFETY EMPLOYER-EM-
PLOYEE COOPERATION ACT OF 
2007 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 980, which 
the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 980) to provide collective bar-
gaining rights for public safety officers em-
ployed by States or their political subdivi-
sions. 

Pending: 
Reid (for Gregg-Kennedy) amendment No. 

4751, in the nature of a substitute. 
Hatch amendment No. 4755 (to amendment 

No. 4751), to provide for a public safety offi-
cer bill of rights. 

Alexander amendment No. 4760 (to amend-
ment No. 4751), to guarantee public safety 
and local control of taxes and spending. 

Leahy amendment No. 4759 (to amendment 
No. 4751), to reauthorize the bulletproof vest 
partnership grant and provide a waiver for 
hardship for the matching grant program for 
law enforcement armor vests. 

Corker amendment No. 4761 (to amendment 
No. 4751), to permit States to pass laws to ex-
empt such States from the provisions of this 
act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I see 
my friend and colleague, Senator ENZI. 
I will now make a comment about the 
pending legislation. I thought we did 
have some good discussion and debate 
on yesterday. A number of important 
issues were raised. I will try this morn-
ing at least to respond to some of those 
matters to clear up what I think are 
some questions we had. Obviously, we 
are interested in moving this process 
forward, considering amendments, and 
getting to the Senate’s business. 

Once again, I will mention two orga-
nizations that support our Public Safe-
ty Employee Cooperation Act: the 
International Association of Fire-

fighters and the Union of Police Asso-
ciations. We pointed out this week is 
set aside in our Nation, and has been 
set aside since 1962, to give special 
honor to our men and women in the po-
lice organizations who have lost their 
lives in the line of duty. It is a very 
special, solemn ceremony in which 
they participate. We are mindful of 
their service every day but especially 
this week. We are grateful for their 
strong support for this legislation. 
They have studied it, analyzed it, 
looked into it, and support it. 

The National Association of Police 
Organizations and a great many other 
organizations have supported this leg-
islation—our first responders. These 
are the organizations that speak for 
firefighters, speak for police officers, 
speak for the first responders. 

Yesterday we had a good debate 
about the bill. I think we are off to a 
good start. I would like to take some 
time today to set the record straight as 
to what the bill does do and what the 
bill does not do. Fundamentally, this 
bill is about choice, who should make 
the choice whether public safety work-
ers get a union—the Federal Govern-
ment, State government, or the work-
ers themselves. 

Right now we have a system where 
the Government makes the choice—26 
States give workers the ability to form 
a union if they want one; 24 States 
deny workers that option. These 24 
State governments think they know 
better than the workers themselves 
what is best. 

I disagree. Our public safety officers 
are on the front lines every day fight-
ing fires, stopping crimes, saving lives. 
They know best how to protect the 
public. They know best how to keep 
safe on the job. They know best wheth-
er they need a union to represent their 
interests. 

The Cooperation Act gives this 
choice to the workers. It says the 
States have to provide a path that 
workers can use if they decide they 
want a union. If the workers do not 
want a union, fine, they do not have to 
walk down that path. But the State has 
to make it available and let the work-
ers choose, just as it is with the right 
to vote. Individuals do not have to 
vote, but they have the right to vote. 
This is the State making that judg-
ment. We recognize that as a funda-
mental right there and here. 

Under current law, States make the 
judgment decision. With the Alexander 
amendment it will allow the States to 
make the judgment and decision. 
Under the Corker amendment, that is 
it. Under our Cooperation Act it is the 
workers themselves who make the 
judgment—do they want it, don’t they 
want it—and we abide by the outcome. 
That is a basic, fundamental dif-
ference. 

It is not going to be hard for the 
States to build this path. All they have 
to do is provide for four core rights: 
No. 1, the right to form and join a 
union; No. 2, the right to sit down and 
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talk at the table; No. 3, the right to 
sign a contract if both parties agree; 
and, No. 4, the right to go to a neutral 
third party when they have disputes. 

They can make the judgment wheth-
er they want arbitration, whether they 
want mediation, whether they want 
fact finding. There are no require-
ments. They can make those judg-
ments; they can make those decisions. 
They make the judgments. 

Apart from these four things, all 
other details of the collective bar-
gaining system are left up to the 
States. States have the flexibility to 
decide whether to exempt small com-
munities. They decide how workers can 
select a union—through card check, 
elections, or both. Do we understand? 
The States make those judgments and 
decisions. 

States can decide how workers and 
employers should resolve disputes— 
through arbitration, mediation, fact 
finding, or some other mechanism. If a 
State decides not to pass a law pro-
viding a framework for bargaining, or 
if the State law does not provide for 
the four core rights, the Federal labor 
relations authority will step in to en-
sure that workers have these rights. 
But that is only if the State refuses to 
act. 

We heard a good deal of discussion 
about the role of this authority and 
how we do not understand what this is 
all about and how this is going to 
change federalism. It is very simple 
what this legislation does do and what 
it does not permit. Our first responders 
sacrifice so much for us each day, the 
least we owe them is the ability to 
choose for themselves whether they 
want a union. We owe them at least 
that much dignity and respect, and 
that is what the Cooperation Act pro-
vides. 

I hope this explanation will ease the 
minds of many of my colleagues. I 
think there have been a lot of mis-
conceptions about this bill floating 
around. I hope this explanation can al-
leviate some of those concerns. We 
heard a lot of talk yesterday about this 
bill imposing Washington’s will on the 
States. Of course that is not true. I 
happen to think that unions are good 
for workers, but nothing in this bill 
imposes my opinion or the opinion of 
my colleagues on public safety officers. 
Under this bill, Congress does not 
make the decision whether public safe-
ty officers have a union. Instead, fire-
fighters, police officers, have the 
choice. That is where the decision will 
be made. 

Several amendments were filed yes-
terday that would give the State and 
local governments, the employers, the 
opportunity to opt out of the require-
ments of this bill. But these opt-out 
provisions actually block the rights of 
the first responders. They would allow 
the State and local governments to cut 
off public safety officers’ rights. We 
should let police and firefighters decide 
whether they want to exercise their 
rights to have a union. That is what 
this bill would do. 

Senator ALEXANDER and Senator 
ENZI said people in their States are 
happy without unions. If that is true, 
then it is likely nothing will change. If 
those public safety officers believe 
their voices are being heard and their 
concerns are being addressed, then 
they will choose not to form unions. 
Nothing in this bill forces them to 
make a different choice. 

Senator ALEXANDER and Senator 
ENZI should put their assertions to the 
test and pass this legislation. If they 
are right, nothing will change. But if 
they are wrong, public safety officers 
in Tennessee and Wyoming will vote 
for unions and get a voice in the work-
place. 

We also heard that Washington was 
imposing a one-size-fits-all federal sys-
tem on the States. This is another mis-
conception. At every turn in drafting 
this legislation, Senator GREGG and I 
went out of our way to give States the 
flexibility to adopt a collective bar-
gaining law that works for them. 
Under this bill, Congress will not tell 
Tennessee or Wyoming or any other 
State how to implement the law. 
States can choose how to comply. 

As I mentioned, States only have to 
provide the most basic rights. Other 
than those basic rights, States have 
the flexibility to adopt the system that 
works best for them. 

I would note that several of the 
amendments filed yesterday would 
take these basic choices away from the 
States and mandate a Federal rule on 
issues such as right to work or card 
check. That is not what this bill should 
be about. The flexibility for States is 
important as long as the core rights 
are there. 

States also have the flexibility to 
completely control costs under this 
bill. This control means there is no 
risk of unfunded mandates. My col-
leagues across the aisle love to talk 
about charges of unfunded mandates, 
but it simply does not fit. 

This bill comes with no—I repeat 
no—price tag. Nothing in this bill tells 
the State and local governments to 
spend any money. Nothing says they 
have to raise wages. Nothing says they 
have to improve benefits or shift 
money from local priorities into public 
safety. Governments are free to write 
their own contracts. At the bargaining 
table, State and local governments are 
free to offer bargaining proposals that 
are consistent with their local fiscal 
needs. They cannot be forced to agree 
to any terms they do not want or can-
not afford. 

In addition to being able to protect 
their interests at the bargaining table, 
State and local governments can also 
safeguard their financial interests 
through the legislative process. The 
bill explicitly allows State and local 
legislative bodies to retain the right to 
approve or disapprove funding for a 
contract by requiring an agreement be 
presented to a legislative body as part 
of the process for approving such con-
tract or memorandum of under-
standing. 

That simply means elected Rep-
resentatives have the final say on 
spending. Do we understand that? The 
bill explicitly allows the State and 
local legislative bodies to retain the 
right to approve or disapprove funding 
for a contract by requiring an agree-
ment ‘‘be presented to a legislative 
body as part of the process for approv-
ing such contract or memoranda of un-
derstanding.’’ Elected Representatives 
have the final say on spending. 

Remember also that under this bill, 
public safety officers have no right to 
strike and no requirement of binding 
arbitration. That means no one can 
force a contract on a State and local 
government under this bill. 

The other side’s additional argument 
that there will be costs associated with 
just implementing any new State law 
is a red herring. The costs will be mini-
mal. All State and local governments 
already have human resource depart-
ments in place. In addition, collective 
bargaining often creates new effi-
ciencies that actually save money. In 
Miami, FL, the local firefighter union 
worked with the community to recon-
figure EMS services and ended up sav-
ing taxpayers a great deal of money. 

On top of all these safeguards for 
State and local governments, we have 
adopted an additional safeguard for the 
States’ smallest communities. In addi-
tion to the protections I have just out-
lined, the bill allows State govern-
ments to exempt these smaller commu-
nities if they want. If a town has fewer 
than 5,000 residents or employs fewer 
than 25 workers, the State can say: Our 
law does not apply to you. 

You can see this bill is a reasonable 
way to extend the choice of whether to 
have a union for our Nation’s public 
safety officers. We have taken exten-
sive steps to protect State and local 
flexibility to ensure they will not be 
burdened by these procedures. 

A final argument that we have heard 
about States rights yesterday was that 
this bill violates States rights under 
the Constitution. This argument is 
simply false. The bill has been care-
fully crafted to comply with the cur-
rent Supreme Court cases on the abil-
ity of Congress to regulate State gov-
ernments. Throughout our history, our 
Federal Government has set core labor 
standards, such as minimum wage and 
overtime rules, that apply also to 
State workers. Do we understand that? 
Minimum wage, overtime apply to 
State workers. They apply to them in 
Massachusetts. They apply in Ten-
nessee. 

Bargaining rights are no different. I 
do not think anyone in this Chamber 
would argue that the State government 
should not have to comply with the 
basic standards prohibiting them from 
discriminating against workers based 
on race or gender. The same is true for 
collective bargaining rights. Bar-
gaining rights are civil rights too. 

Moreover, there is a strong Federal 
interest in the performance of State 
and local first responders. We have an 
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increasingly Federal approach to na-
tional security. We have created a De-
partment of Homeland Security and 
appropriated $40 billion for that—$40 
billion, for homeland security. 

The last time I looked at the map, all 
the States fell within that criterion, in 
terms of being protected. In our post- 
9/11 world, this national response to 
terrorism increasingly depends on co-
ordination with State and local public 
safety officers. It is more appropriate 
than ever for the Federal Government 
to ensure that public safety officers are 
working as efficiently and as effec-
tively as possible. By encouraging 
strong partnerships between public 
safety officers and the cities and States 
they serve, this bill advances the Gov-
ernment’s interests in improving 
homeland security. 

Finally, my colleagues have tried to 
scare even those States that have good, 
solid collective bargaining laws into 
believing that their laws are on the 
line. In truth, more than half of the 
States in the country will not be af-
fected by this bill. 

As I described a minute ago, the bill 
does not require that State laws have 
specific provisions, only that they pro-
vide the basic protections I outlined. 
The Federal Labor Relations Author-
ity, which will make those determina-
tions, is not some secret society. It is 
a longstanding Federal agency staffed 
by dedicated career servants and Presi-
dential appointees who are confirmed 
by the Senate—not greatly different 
from the National Labor Relations 
Board, for example. 

In summary, you can see that this 
bill is not the aggressive intrusion into 
State government that was portrayed 
yesterday. 

In addition, I wish to address some of 
the other individual concerns raised 
about the bill that are misleading and 
misplaced. 

First, this bill will not encourage 
strikes. In fact, this bill provides addi-
tional safeguards to prevent strikes. It 
specifically says that a public safety 
officer may not engage in a strike, 
work slowdown, or any action that will 
measurably disrupt the delivery of 
emergency services. There is no room 
for interpretation. That is an ironclad 
ban on any action that will impair pub-
lic safety. This language specifically 
says that a public safety officer may 
not engage in a strike, work slowdown, 
or any other action that will measur-
ably disrupt the delivery of emergency 
services. More importantly, it creates a 
mechanism for public safety officers 
and their employers to communicate 
and build strong bipartisanship that 
enhances cooperation, decreasing the 
likelihood of strikes. 

It is an insult—it is an insult to pub-
lic safety officers to suggest that they 
will strike. It has been decades since 
there has been a police or firefighters 
strike in this country. Police and fire-
fighters in most States already have 
the right to bargain, and there has 
been no problem with strikes. These 

brave men and women take their duty 
to serve the public very seriously, so 
seriously they are willing to die for it. 
The suggestion that they would shirk 
their duty in order to argue over a con-
tract dishonors them and dishonors 
their sacrifices. 

Next, I wish to underscore that this 
bill will not harm communities that 
rely on volunteer firefighters. This leg-
islation expressly applies only to em-
ployees, which means volunteers are 
excluded. Any suggestion that cities 
and towns are going to be forced to 
bargain with and possibly pay their 
volunteer firefighters is wrong. What is 
more, we included language supported 
by the National Volunteer Firefighter 
Council to ensure that professional 
firefighters can continue to volunteer 
in their off-duty hours. This language 
outlaws contract provisions that would 
prohibit an employee from engaging in 
part-time employment or volunteer ac-
tivities during off-duty hours. That in-
cludes part-time or volunteer fire-
fighting. Senator ENZI says that is not 
clear, but it seems pretty clear to me. 

My colleagues across the aisle also 
attacked this bill yesterday as hypo-
critical because it is inconsistent with 
how our Federal Government treats its 
own workers. Again, this criticism is 
untrue and misleading. Federal work-
ers have bargaining rights. They also 
have a say in their wages. The law al-
lows them to petition the Government 
each year. 

Federal law enforcement offices are 
an example of how well collective bar-
gaining rights and public safety go to-
gether. Whether Congress should give 
Federal public safety officers the right 
to directly bargain over wages is an 
issue for another day. We do not need 
to resolve that question in order to do 
the right thing for the State and local 
offices. 

We also heard complaints about the 
process that brought us to this point. 
Listening to the debate, you might 
think this bill was a new idea never ex-
plored or never debated. That again is 
simply false. This bill has been around 
for a long time. It was introduced in 
1999, almost 10 years ago, by Senator 
DeWine, and then by Senator GREGG. It 
has also had strong bipartisan support. 

My colleagues across the aisle would 
have us go through more hearings and 
debate before we act. We do not need 
more hearings. We have already had a 
hearing in the HELP Committee. In 
fact, we have marked this bill up twice, 
once in 2001 and once in 2003. We even 
voted on this bill before in 2001. Our 
Nation’s first responders have waited 
long enough for the basic rights in this 
bill. We should not make them wait 
any longer. They do not make us wait 
when we need them. We should not 
have them wait any longer. 

I yield the floor 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming. 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, we did have 

a brief time yesterday to begin explor-
ing the multiple flaws and deception in 

this legislation. I believe it would be 
useful today to begin by touching on a 
few of those flaws. 

I have taken the suggestion of my 
colleague and friend from Massachu-
setts, Senator KENNEDY, and looked 
very carefully at the RECORD of yester-
day’s proceedings, and here are a few 
things worth noting. 

In response to my remarks and those 
of Senator ALEXANDER, we were repeat-
edly told yesterday that it was per-
fectly all right to federalize the pro-
grams of State and local labor rela-
tions of States like mine and Senator 
ALEXANDER’s and at least 20 others to, 
in effect, tell those States that the 
Democratic decisions of their sovereign 
governments and their citizens simply 
did not count, that the Federal Govern-
ment knows best, that the Federal 
Government will tell those States what 
their law must be and how they must 
conduct their labor relations with their 
own employees. In essence, the citizens 
and legislators of a near majority of 
States are being told by the proponents 
of this bill that they know better what 
will work for those States. 

As Senator ALEXANDER put it so well 
yesterday, this bill is really about 
States like Massachusetts or New Jer-
sey telling States like mine or his, and 
at least 20 others, how best to deal with 
their employees and how to fashion 
their own State laws in the total ab-
sence of any need to do so. Now, I com-
pletely reject that. However, for those 
who support it, they owe it to them-
selves to at least be consistent in their 
approach. They are not. While they 
would deny a near majority of States 
the right to determine what they be-
lieve to be the best approach to public 
sector labor relations within their 
States, they staunchly defend the right 
of a small minority of States to deny 
public employees the most funda-
mental democratic rights in the work-
place. 

Five States—New York, New Jersey, 
Illinois, New Hampshire, and Massa-
chusetts—all home to the sponsors of 
this bill, have card check laws for their 
public workers. Those States have de-
cided this is the way they intend to 
conduct the labor relations among 
their employees. I respectfully dis-
agree. I believe that approach to be 
antidemocratic, and it is certainly con-
trary to the Federal labor policy which 
preserves for workers in the private 
sector the right to a democratic secret 
ballot in deciding the question of 
unionization. 

However, we are told by the pro-
ponents of this bill that this funda-
mental workplace issue is a matter of 
State choice, while at the same time 
being told that any State’s choice to 
elect a different system of labor law 
than that imposed by H.R. 980 is not. 
Denying workers a secret ballot elec-
tion on unionization is somehow a mat-
ter of local choice, but deciding to uti-
lize and meet and confer on a system of 
labor management relations or to de-
cide the issue by local option is not. 
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The inconsistency and hypocrisy of 
that position is nothing short of stun-
ning. It is utterly indefensible. 

At least that issue is addressed by 
Senator HATCH’s amendments. That 
amendment will at least end that hy-
pocrisy by expressly overturning anti-
democratic card check laws for public 
sector employees in New York, New 
Jersey, New Hampshire, Illinois, and 
Massachusetts. While we should not 
impose Federal law on States at all, if 
we ought to do it, we ought to do it 
consistently. 

Now, lastly, I want to note that yes-
terday my colleague and great friend 
from Massachusetts indicated that if 
the bill were half as bad—he reiterated 
it again today—half as bad as I had in-
dicated in my remarks, he would be 
against it as well. I take my friend at 
his word but do not ask that he take 
me at mine. 

Late yesterday, the leaders received 
a letter from Michael Bloomberg, the 
mayor of New York, regarding H.R. 980. 

I wish to remind everyone that New 
York has a full collective bargaining 
statute covering public safety officers. 
I also wish to remind everyone that we 
are told by all of the proponents of this 
bill that because of this, New York 
would not be affected by this law. 

Here is what Mayor Bloomberg had 
to say in his letter to Leaders REID and 
MCCONNELL: 

I am writing to express my serious con-
cerns about legislation before the Senate 
which would alter the current state of collec-
tive bargaining between the City of New 
York and a number of its unions. The legisla-
tion has the potential to harm both New 
York City and New York State labor rela-
tions. 

As you are aware, the Public Safety Em-
ployer-Employee Cooperation Act of 2007 is a 
bill that would significantly expand the ju-
risdiction of the Federal Labor Relations Au-
thority, FLRA, into the labor relations be-
tween State and local governments and their 
public safety officers. 

Though the bill may be well intentioned, 
its fundamental problem from the point of 
view of New York is that it does not clearly 
distinguish States like New York that have 
long provided collective bargaining rights to 
their employees from States that have not. 

Under the bill, States with long histories 
of collective bargaining face the risk of hav-
ing their labor relations with public safety 
officers Federalized to the detriment of long- 
established public policies. 

For over 40 years, the New York City Col-
lective Bargaining Law and the New York 
State Public Employees Fair Employment 
Act, also referred to as the Taylor Act, have 
provided a legal framework for public sector 
collective bargaining in the City of New 
York. There has been extensive administra-
tive and judicial review of virtually every as-
pect of this legal framework. The bill has the 
potential to undermine this long-established 
framework. 

One problem is the bill’s treatment of the 
ability of public safety employees to strike. 
The New York State Taylor Law currently 
contains a clear and unequivocal prohibition 
on all strikes by public sector employees and 
explicit penalties, such as substantial fines 
against the individual members for viola-
tions of the no-strike provision. 

The language in the proposed language be-
fore the Senate is less clear. The City is very 

concerned that section 6 of this bill can be 
read to prohibit only a strike that would 
measurably disrupt the delivery of emer-
gency services. 

This language, while it may not be in-
tended to limit the prohibition in this way, 
is an invitation to misinterpretation and 
litigation. In addition, the same section 
could encourage employees to refuse to carry 
out services that many believe are not re-
quired under the mandatory terms and con-
ditions of employment in situations where 
the public safety might be immediately af-
fected by such a refusal. 

The mayor of New York goes on to 
say: 

Another serious problem with the bill is 
that it gives FLRA the authority to decide 
what must be collectively bargained. New 
York has longstanding legal precedent re-
garding what are mandatory, permissive and 
prohibited subjects for collective bargaining. 
Under section 4 of the bill, such long-estab-
lished legal precedent could be overturned by 
the FLRA. 

A notable example is that disciplinary pro-
cedures for police officers and firefighters, 
including due process, are provided for in the 
New York City Charter and administrative 
code and are prohibited subjects of bar-
gaining. The New York Court of Appeals con-
firmed as recently as 2006 that these proce-
dures may not be subject to bargaining, but 
the bill would give the FLRA the authority 
to decide otherwise. 

I think that is a point we made yes-
terday. 

A decision by the police commissioner, for 
example, as to whether or not discipline 
should be brought against a police officer in-
volved in a shooting incident is something 
for which he remains fully accountable to 
the public. It is of grave concern to the City 
that it could be forced to bargain over such 
procedures as a result of an improper finding 
by the FLRA, and such public accountability 
would thereby be lost. 

Even if the FLRA does not interfere with 
precedent that restricts bargaining in sen-
sitive areas like discipline, the bill at a min-
imum would provide an additional means for 
such precedent to be challenged repeatedly 
in Federal court, resulting in an extended pe-
riod of uncertainty. 

In the final analysis, the bill could signifi-
cantly affect the ability of the City of New 
York to ensure the safety of the public in the 
integrity of essential government services, 
and is likely, at a minimum, to involve the 
city in costly and disruptive litigation in 
Federal court. 

Any remedy of these concerns should be 
achieved in statutory language, not merely 
in legislative history. Given the serious con-
cerns the proposed bill raises for the City of 
New York, I oppose the bill in its current 
form. 

Sincerely, Michael R. Bloomberg, Mayor. 

As I showed yesterday, there are 
more than 20 States that will have 
their laws overturned by this, and 12 
more whose laws could be challenged in 
court. 

They recognize that. Calls we are 
getting, letters we are having shared 
with us indicate that is a concern of 
those out there who have to deal with 
these kinds of problems and the gaps 
the bill language leaves and the new 
authority of this Federal Labor Rela-
tions Authority which hardly anybody 
has had to deal with in the past. It is 
not even equipped to handle what is in 
the bill. 

This is an ill-conceived and badly 
drafted bill that would not only over-
turn the law in a near majority of 
States and disregard the democratic 
will of the legislatures and people in 
other States, it would plainly disrupt 
the law and labor relations policies of 
every State. This is the price that is 
paid when the proponents of a bill pan-
der to special interests and circumvent 
the regular order of this body in an at-
tempt to advance fundamentally 
flawed legislation. The sad truth is, I 
do not believe this bill can be fixed. I 
certainly do not believe it can be fixed 
on the floor of the Senate. It should 
have been addressed in committee, but 
we are left with no choice. So we will 
continue today to take up the floor 
time of the Senate trying to fix an 
irretrievably broken, totally unneces-
sary piece of special interest legisla-
tion. Is it any wonder the American 
public holds Congress in such low dis-
regard? 

I haven’t had a chance yet to even 
talk specifically on the employee bill 
of rights amendment and the unfunded 
mandate option. I will take that oppor-
tunity at this point in time. Yesterday, 
the Senator from Utah, Mr. HATCH, of-
fered a public employee bill of rights 
amendment. Many of my colleagues 
have spoken about the tremendous 
service America’s public safety em-
ployees give to the public. I believe 100 
Senators believe that and want to help, 
in every way possible, the public safety 
employees do their job. I am a little 
concerned that occasionally we think 
that only through collective bar-
gaining will anybody listen to a sug-
gestion of a public service employee. I 
have never seen that happen. I am not 
saying it couldn’t happen somewhere in 
America, but if they are suggesting 
something for safety, I think people 
will listen. 

A lot of times we don’t think of 
things for safety until after a tragedy 
such as Charleston. Then we think 
about what could have been done, and 
it is shared with the Nation. A lot of 
that is put into place, not through col-
lective bargaining, through common 
sense. You want to protect the lives of 
the people who work for you; that is, 
the people who work for the people of 
the United States, work for the people 
in the communities. The toughest job 
in America is being a mayor because 
you are right there with the people. 
They can grab you by the shirt collar— 
you usually don’t have any kind of se-
curity—and explain in no uncertain 
terms what they are thinking. Usually, 
they have a pretty good idea, not just 
a complaint but a complaint coupled 
with a suggestion. 

I know, on any given day, one of 
these officers could be asked to put his 
or her life on the line, and they do so 
courageously. I agree with my col-
leagues that individuals who choose 
these careers deserve respect, grati-
tude, and special treatment. But the 
underlying amendment would actually 
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result in diminishing the rights of pub-
lic safety employees who are not cur-
rently unionized. Once a workforce is 
unionized, even employees who do not 
wish to be a part of the union will have 
pay deducted from their paychecks and 
spent in a manner outside their con-
trol. They will have little ability to 
question or alter the legal representa-
tion established with or without their 
support. The Hatch amendment merely 
balances that diminution of self-deter-
mination by establishing a public bill 
of rights. The amendment will do three 
things. It guarantees the right to vote 
by a secret ballot. It guarantees to 
limit the right of public unions’ dues 
collection authority to nonpolitical 
uses. It guarantees that financial 
transparency will be there. By ensuring 
that public safety employees in all 
States have the right to vote on wheth-
er they unionize by secret ballot, the 
Hatch amendment guarantees for pub-
lic safety employees the same right 
private employees now have in many 
States. In a democratic society, noth-
ing is more sacred than the right to 
vote. It is undeniable that nothing en-
sures truly free choice more than the 
use of a private ballot. 

The possibility of coercive or threat-
ening behavior toward employees who 
may not wish to form a union is even 
more concerning in the context of pub-
lic safety employees who rely on co-
workers to reduce the deadly risks 
they face routinely in the course of 
their work. The amendment would also 
limit the right of public unions’ dues 
collection authority to nonpolitical 
uses. Those who choose public service 
often accept lower pay than they might 
make in the private sector because 
they are dedicated to public service. 
Let’s not insult that choice by allow-
ing labor bosses to take money from 
paychecks and spend it on purely polit-
ical causes the employee does not sup-
port. I believe public employees should 
have the same protections from fraud 
and abuse as private employees. This 
amendment would empower public em-
ployees by allowing them to observe 
how their dues are being spent and the 
other financial dealings of their 
unions. It does this by bringing public 
unions under the requirements of the 
Labor Management Reporting and Dis-
closure Act. That is a 1959 law enacted 
with bipartisan support, including 
then-Senator John F. Kennedy. Public 
employees who pay union dues, espe-
cially those who are compelled to do so 
against their wishes, are no less enti-
tled to financial transparency and 
fraud protections than private sector 
employees covered under the law 
today. 

In regard to the Alexander amend-
ment, I don’t think there is any doubt 
that the bill’s mandates would increase 
costs for States and localities that are 
either now unionized or do not allow 
bargaining to the extent required 
under the law and will, therefore, be 
subject to new rules. We have heard the 
argument that this has to be approved 

by a legislative body. There is also the 
clause in there about what the Federal 
Labor Relations Authority can do with 
any agreements that come up. I assume 
that would be if they didn’t think they 
were tough enough. The costs I am con-
cerned about go far beyond any in-
creased pay or work scheduling costs. 

The bill’s most burdensome mandate 
falls on small towns that will have to 
assemble collective bargaining re-
sources and capability on short notice. 
We keep looking at the 5,000 figure like 
it is magic. Five thousand is a very 
small town, and many of them already 
have difficulty complying with current 
Federal unfunded mandates. But we are 
going to impose one more on them. I 
don’t want people to think the small 
town exemption is really just set at 
5,000 population. The bill says 5,000 
population or 25 employees. Towns 
have to hire a lot of people to run the 
facilities that we take for granted. We 
expect to turn on our faucet and have 
the water there. We expect to flush the 
toilet and have it disappear. We expect 
to set our garbage out and have some-
body pick it up. We expect the streets 
to be in good condition so they are 
safe. A lot of places we expect side-
walks to be there so pedestrians don’t 
have to be on the street. We even have 
in some municipalities the provision of 
electricity. 

Gillette, WY, was so isolated and had 
so few people at one time that nobody 
wanted to provide electricity. So the 
city provided it. That has been a grow-
ing entity with employees. But it al-
ways required quite a few employees 
for doing the pole work and the meter 
work and the electrical work that was 
necessary. So 25 employees is a pretty 
easy threshold to get to in a small 
town. So 5,000 population or 25 employ-
ees, don’t forget the 25 employees part. 

The costs I am concerned about go 
beyond increased pay and work sched-
uling costs. This bill will also require 
them to assemble collective bargaining 
resources and capability, and on very 
short notice. I think that means that 
since the union will be able to bring in 
a negotiator, the city, the town—in 
Wyoming, 5,000 is a first-class city— 
will have to bring in different legal and 
bargaining experts to help with the ne-
gotiations, at least to train them to 
know how to negotiate. That will hap-
pen on both sides. 

So this requires actions such as hir-
ing labor law experts and establishing 
contracts with arbitrators, all re-
sources that may be in short supply 
since small towns all across the coun-
try will be facing the same mandate at 
the same time. 

As the former mayor of Gillette, I 
know what it is like to balance a mu-
nicipal budget. When the Federal Gov-
ernment imposes costly new mandates 
and provides no funds to pay for them, 
it is frustrating for the mayor and the 
council and anybody who works for the 
city. When I became mayor, it was a 
boom town. The town had recognized 
the need to have better sewer treat-

ment facilities. We had applied to the 
Federal Government. We had received 
a grant. Just as I took office, this new 
sewer treatment facility went on line. 
The inspector showed up and said: Your 
town has grown so much, you are vio-
lating the capacity of your sewer sys-
tem. Since we provided the money for 
it, we are going to fine you. 

So I needed a new sewer treatment 
facility. I needed several million dol-
lars’ worth of new sewer treatment fa-
cility. So I went back to the source. 
The Federal Government said: That 
one wasn’t adequate because of the 
growth you have had. They said: Sorry, 
you already got one grant. You wind up 
at the bottom of the list now. So thou-
sands of communities across the 
United States, probably rightfully, got 
to be ahead of my community. But 
that didn’t stop the fines. Fortunately, 
I got a judge who said:. Yes, we have to 
fine you, but we are going to make you 
pay that money into a fund to build a 
new sewer treatment plant. That 
helped a little bit because we still had 
the money to do something, but we 
were still being put under this Federal 
mandate, which is a good idea. You 
need to do adequate sewer treatment. 
That is very important. But how do 
these small towns afford that? There 
are thousands of them, and they are all 
going to be put under that law at the 
same time. There aren’t enough people 
trained to help them do this. So the 
burden falls on the taxpayers. The tax-
payers elect local officials who will 
pursue their priorities and collect 
taxes at a level to cover the cost of 
those priorities. That is partly right. 
You don’t always have the right to in-
crease taxes. There are State limits in 
many of the States that say how much 
a municipality can tax. So that option 
may be closed down. This bill upsets 
the democratic order by imposing Fed-
eral priorities on local taxpayers with 
no way to pay for them. Local govern-
ments don’t have ‘‘funny money’’ gim-
micks like the Federal Government. 
Increased costs have to result in in-
creased taxes, such as sales tax, prop-
erty tax or decreased services. So 
which of those 25 employees are we 
going to get rid of in order to meet the 
costs of this bill? You can say it is not 
a Federal mandate because we have 
some definitions that explain what a 
true Federal mandate is, but I think 
the towns will consider it to be a Fed-
eral mandate. So will the people who 
are taxed or lose services or who are 
taxed and lose their jobs. 

This is a choice I believe we should 
leave to local government. The Alex-
ander amendment would leave it up to 
them by allowing localities to opt out 
of the bill’s requirements, if they de-
termine it will increase local property 
taxes, compromise public safety or 
constitute an unfunded mandate. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

CASEY). The Senator from South Caro-
lina. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 4763 

(Purpose: To improve educational assistance 
for members of the Armed Forces and vet-
erans in order to enhance recruitment and 
retention for the Armed Forces) 

Mr. GRAHAM. I send an amendment 
to the desk and ask for its consider-
ation. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to setting aside the pending 
amendment? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I am 
sure I will not object, but I would like 
to see the amendment. If the Senator 
will give us a moment to see the 
amendment, we have not seen it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Consent 
is not needed. 

The clerk will report. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 

GRAHAM), for himself, Mr. BURR, and Mr. 
MCCAIN, proposes an amendment numbered 
4763. 

Mr. GRAHAM. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be 
dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’) 

CLOTURE MOTION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-

publican leader. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. I send a cloture 

motion to the desk on a first-degree 
amendment and ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the motion be dis-
pensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The cloture motion having been pre-

sented under rule XXII, the Chair di-
rects the clerk to read the motion. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby 
move to bring to a close debate on the pend-
ing amendment No. 4763 to H.R. 980, the Pub-
lic Safety Employer-Employee Cooperation 
Act of 2007. 

Mitch McConnell, Michael B. Enzi, John-
ny Isakson, David Vitter, Jim DeMint, 
Robert F. Bennett, Pat Roberts, John 
Ensign, Thad Cochran, Roger F. Wick-
er, Richard Burr, Larry E. Craig, 
Lindsey Graham, Saxby Chambliss, 
Mel Martinez, Kay Bailey Hutchison. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4764 TO AMENDMENT NO. 4763 
(Purpose: To improve educational assistance 

for members of the Armed Forces and vet-
erans in order to enhance recruitment and 
retention for the Armed Forces) 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 

send a second-degree amendment to the 
desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Kentucky [Mr. MCCON-

NELL] proposes an amendment numbered 4764 
to amendment No. 4763. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The clerk will continue. 
The legislative clerk continued with 

the reading of the amendment. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

(The amendment is printed in today’s 
RECORD under ‘‘Text of Amendments.’’) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I thought 
things were too good to be true, that 
we would have a debate on a bipartisan 
bill. There are a lot of things we could 
do to bring the Presidential politics 
into what is going on here on the floor. 
I think this is untoward. 

This is a bill that has been worked on 
for a long time. Senator KENNEDY and 
Senator GREGG have worked in good 
faith to bring this up to help firemen 
and police officers. I had a group of po-
lice officers in my office today. They 
were so excited about this bill because 
we are doing something to help them. 

We have been through this before. I 
told MIKE ENZI last Friday, through 
staff, that I would not fill the tree on 
this. I wanted to see if we could work 
in good faith for once without the Re-
publicans playing their petty politics. 
But, obviously, we cannot do that. 

Now, is it any wonder—I ask: Is it 
any wonder—that the Republicans have 
lost three special elections for House 
seats? It is no wonder. The American 
people understand what this Repub-
lican-led Congress has done, led by this 
man in the White House. 

Now, is it any wonder that in a poll 
yesterday in the Washington Post, the 
Democrats have a 21-percent lead on 
the Republicans on being better able to 
handle the problems of this country? It 
is no wonder because this is what we 
have. They are not serious about any-
thing. 

We have had 71 filibusters that have 
been filed this Congress we have tried 
to break—we have had to break them— 
71 filibusters. 

So I tell my friend, Chairman KEN-
NEDY, and Ranking Member ENZI, it is 
obvious we cannot complete this legis-
lation. It is obvious that games are 
being played. 

Now, can you imagine on this bill 
dealing with people who are first re-
sponders—on 9/11, who were the people 
rushing into that building to die? Fire-
fighters and police officers. They have 
asked for some help from us. For exam-
ple, in Nevada, we have a situation 
where the State legislature said local 
law enforcement officers can bargain 
collectively. But isn’t it interesting, 
the State cannot. Highway patrol offi-
cers cannot, those people who are cap-
ital policemen in Nevada cannot. 

That is what this legislation would 
do. It would direct attention to some of 
the problems law enforcement has in 
this country, and we are not going to 
be able to do it because we are working 
now and are going to have to vote on 
whether there should be a holiday on 
gas prices. I talked to a woman in 
Pahrump, NV, yesterday, 50 miles out 
of Las Vegas. She moved to Pahrump 
because it would be cheaper to live. 
She works in Las Vegas. Well, that was 
a bad bet she made because she has a 
diesel vehicle. Yesterday, it cost al-
most $130 to fill it with diesel fuel, and 
she has to fill it once a week. 

So we have a situation here where 
now we are going to start debating the 
energy policies of this country. We are 
happy to enter into that debate be-
cause we know the energy policy in 
this country has been set by Dick Che-
ney. He met with oil companies. It was 
all secret. They protected themselves, 
even through the Supreme Court, that 
we would not know whom they met 
with and what they met with. But it is 
obvious the policies they came up with 
have been a real big boon to the energy 
companies, making more money than 
any companies in the history of the 
world. 

So if my Republican colleagues want 
to debate energy, we are happy to do it. 
What we wanted to work on is some-
thing to help police and fire. I am very 
disappointed. We on this side wanted to 
finish this legislation. But we have a 
cloture motion filed on the McCain 
proposal, and I am forced to acknowl-
edge that probably he is trying to do 
anything he can. He is a flawed can-
didate, and he is wrong on the war, and 
he is wrong on the economy. But it is 
too bad he is still interfering with what 
we are trying to do here to start doing 
some serious legislating, ‘‘he,’’ mean-
ing JOHN MCCAIN. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, before 
the leader departs the floor, I wish to 
thank him again for his strong support 
for this legislation that is so important 
to our first responders, to our fire-
fighters, and our police officers in this 
country. 

We have seen this parliamentary 
gimmick that has taken place offered 
by the Republican leadership that is a 
slap in the face to every firefighter and 
police officer and first responder in the 
country. 

We have bipartisan support for this 
legislation. We have four amendments 
that are now pending. We had some un-
derstanding that we would have an op-
portunity to address those amend-
ments during the course of the day. 
They are all related to this legislation. 
But oh, no—oh, no—the games are 
going to be played, and we are saying 
to the firefighters of this Nation and to 
the police officers of this Nation and 
the first responders of this Nation: 
Your interests, the safety and security 
of our communities across this Nation, 
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should be put aside in favor of some po-
litical gimmick by the Republican 
leader in the Senate. 

That is what this is about. Make no 
mistake about it. Every firefighter 
ought to understand that. We are here 
now at noontime, ready to do the 
public’s business, ready to take a vote 
on these issues, but oh, no, the Repub-
lican side says: No, you can’t do it. You 
can’t do it. 

Look, the underlying position the 
Republicans are talking about is help 
for our GI bill. Senator WEBB has his 
proposal. I am all in support of what 
Senator WEBB is doing. Why not have 
that done after this bill is over? Why 
not have it done after then? Why didn’t 
the Republican leader come on up and 
speak to the Democratic leader and 
propose: Let’s do that at the end of the 
week. Do it Friday, Saturday, Sunday, 
and Monday. Maybe Senator MCCAIN 
will come back for it; maybe he won’t. 
Do it after we finish this bill. But, no, 
we are going to insult—and this is an 
insult, make no mistake about it. I 
have been around here long enough to 
know when the insults are being 
played, and this is it. This is saying: 
Your interests are not as important as 
a political hit. That is what is hap-
pening. That is what is happening. 

Who are these individuals? Forty bil-
lion dollars we spend on homeland se-
curity. Forty billion we are spending 
on homeland security. Who are the peo-
ple who implement homeland security? 
They are our firefighters, our police of-
ficers, and first responders in all 50 
States. They believe they have ways of 
doing it better than it is being done at 
the present time. I do too. So do Demo-
crats and so do a few Republicans. We 
want to work through the political 
process to give the opportunity to have 
that done. But oh, no—oh, no—we are 
not going to do that. We are going to 
play games. It is Wednesday. It is 
noontime. We are just going to play 
some more games. We did it with you 
guys in the Senate last week on en-
ergy. We are going to do it here. 

Listen, we are glad and willing to 
vote. I have been doing that for 45 
years, and I am glad to do that now. 
But make no mistake about it who the 
target is—who the target is. The Re-
publicans are saying: We will not take 
the time. We will not take the time to 
let the Senate work its will in terms of 
the firefighters and policemen of this 
country. That is outrageous. It is a 
gross insult to each and every one of 
them. It is a slap in the face to each 
and every one of them. Make no mis-
take about it, that is what is going on 
here. That is what is going on here. 

Well, we are not giving up. We are 
not giving up on them. Maybe the 
other side wants to give up, but we are 
not giving up on them. We believe their 
service—their service—is too impor-
tant to this country, their lives too im-
portant to this country. When are we 
going to be threatened again? Too im-
portant to this country. 

Maybe the leadership on the other 
side can tell us whether Senator 

MCCAIN approved this strategy. Maybe 
we can find that out. I think the police 
and firefighters of the country would 
like to know whether Senator 
MCCAIN—we have Senator MCCAIN’s 
proposal here. It is difficult to believe 
an effort would be made to bring this 
up without his approval. I think fire-
fighters and policemen ought to under-
stand whether Senator MCCAIN sup-
ports this proposal. You cannot get 
away without believing that he does 
and that he has been an architect. You 
don’t just go around and get 16 Sen-
ators. You have to go around here and 
get all those. This thing has been in 
the cooking for a period of time. This 
just did not happen, although it 
looks—they duck in the cloakroom, 
and then they run out and do that—all 
that business. 

This has been going on. This is a con-
scious act, and one will have to assume 
Senator MCCAIN is absolutely against 
it. I hope he is able to talk to the fire-
fighters and the police officers and the 
first responders. Why are you inter-
rupting this bill—this bill—that is so 
essential to the security, homeland se-
curity? Why interrupt this bill when 
we are in the process—at least we 
thought so—that we were going to be 
moving ahead to get some votes on 
these particular measures? Why? No, 
no effort at all to try and talk to the 
leadership, certainly not to—I do not 
expect—although, for the first 20 years 
or so I was in this body, people used to 
do that. They used to talk to people 
and tell them what was going to come 
on up. But I do not expect that any-
more. But you would have thought: At 
least talk to the leadership who has re-
sponsibility. 

So I hope each and every one of the 
firefighters, police officers, first re-
sponders who have been working on 
this legislation for years—I wish to 
mention about how long they have 
been working on this. It was intro-
duced on May 12, 1999. On July 25, 2000, 
we had a Health Committee hearing. 
On September 19, 2001, we had a com-
mittee markup and reported it out. On 
November 6, 2001, we had a Senate vote, 
No. 323. On November 24, we had a 
HELP Committee markup. On Feb-
ruary 4, 2004, it was offered as an 
amendment to S. 1017. On November 13, 
2007, it was offered as amendment No. 
2419. 

For 81⁄2 years this has been before the 
Senate—81⁄2 years. Two committees, 
one chaired by the Senator from New 
Hampshire, the HELP Committee, and 
the other one by myself, and we sup-
ported this bill out. We finally have a 
chance to debate this. We had a good 
debate yesterday, and we are prepared 
to deal with the amendments on a mat-
ter of vital national security for our 
country and for respect for those who 
are our first responders who have done 
so much. But the answer is, no. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, all except 
the 9—10 new Senators we have remem-

ber the time that I lived on the Senate 
floor. For 6 years I was here from the 
time we came in session until we left, 
with no exceptions. I tried at that time 
to be as fair to the Republicans as the 
Democrats. If someone asked for more 
time on our side, with the Republicans 
not being here, they automatically got 
that time. 

That is what took place today—I 
want Senator KENNEDY to hear this. I 
want Senator KENNEDY to hear this. 
Here this morning I congratulated you 
and the ranking member, Senator ENZI, 
because we were having a good debate 
and we were going to be working from 
the idea that we would try to improve 
this bill. I said specifically that Sen-
ator ENZI said he wished he had more 
time to do some committee work, and 
he wanted to do some work out here. 

More power to him. That is what he 
should be able to do. I complimented 
everyone for the way this bill was 
being handled. Do you know the sad 
part about it, I say to my friends. Sen-
ator MCCONNELL was standing right 
there. We had a conversation walking 
out the door. Shouldn’t he have said to 
me: Well, maybe you shouldn’t feel 
that way; I am going to file cloture on 
the McCain amendment to get the tax 
holiday on gas. 

But I am so surprised. I never try to 
avoid a phone call from my Republican 
counterpart. I always try to be avail-
able. I would say this: I would never do 
to him what he did to me this morning. 
It is untoward. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Because we had so much 
notice on this, I thought it was the 
McCain tax holiday amendment. But, 
no, it is the McCain effort to change 
the Jim Webb bipartisan GI bill of 
rights because it is too generous. So 
this idea is about the same as the gas 
tax holiday. He doesn’t like the GI bill 
of rights because it is too generous. 
Now I am wondering if we want to de-
bate Iraq on this bill because we are 
happy to do it. We are happy to debate 
an intractable civil war that is costing 
the American people $5,000 a second 
every day of the week, every week of 
the month, every month of the year, 
$5,000 a second. No weekends off, no 
holidays, $5,000 a second of borrowed 
money. 

Do we want to debate the Iraq war? Is 
that what we want to do on this bill 
that was set aside to deal with fire-
fighters, police officers, and first re-
sponders? 

Those people came to my office 
today, some in uniform, some in plain 
clothes, because that is what they do. 
Some of them wear their uniform to 
work every day. Some do other work so 
they can’t wear the uniform. They are 
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undercover. But no—I apologize to ev-
eryone. I thought we were on the 
McCain tax holiday. But, no, we are 
now on the GI bill of rights McCain ef-
fort because it is too generous. 

The bipartisan bill of JIM WEBB that 
he wrote himself, bipartisan in nature, 
is too generous according to JOHN 
MCCAIN. We are happy to debate that. 
If that is what this body needs to do is 
to start the supplemental debate a 
week early, we can do that too. 

I note the absence of a quorum. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Would the Senator 

withhold that request? 
Mr. REID. Yes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. As I understand what 

the majority leader is saying, he is pre-
pared to see the Senate vote on the 
McCain amendment as well as have a 
vote on the Webb amendment, and do it 
in a timely way. Is that what I am 
gathering here? 

Mr. REID. Yes. We are going to do it 
next week anyway. Do you want to do 
it a week early? Fine. 

Mr. KENNEDY. The majority leader 
has indicated they are prepared to go 
for a time limit on the McCain amend-
ment, a time limit on the Webb amend-
ment, and then have a vote so Members 
can do it here, and do it in a prompt 
way. I also understand that we would 
be able to continue the consideration 
of this matter but, as I understand, we 
are not getting any cooperation from 
the other side. 

Mr. REID. I say to my friend not only 
was an amendment filed, but untoward 
cloture was filed at the same time on 
that amendment. Now, what would 
happen if on every piece of legislation 
around here, when you offer an amend-
ment, a person walks in and files a clo-
ture motion at the same time? That is 
a little funny way to do it. But maybe 
the Republicans love this filibustering 
so much—they broke the record, the 
filibuster record, in 10 months. Maybe 
they really want to in effect break 
Hank Aaron’s record big in the way of 
filibusters. It is not enough to break it 
in 10 months, they want to really break 
it big, so now they are going to start 
filing cloture motions on their own 
amendments. 

So I think what we need to do is just 
relax a little bit. We are going to sug-
gest the absence of a quorum in just a 
second, and we will talk a little bit to 
see if there is a way out of this. I hope 
there is a way out of it for the benefit 
of the police and firefighters and first 
responders of this country. They are in 
town this week because there is going 
to be a memorial for those who were 
killed this year, police officers who 
were killed this year in service to their 
counties, their cities, and their States. 
They are here. Part of the reason they 
are here and the reason we scheduled 
this at this time is because they were 
going to be here. 

So I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
Mr. GREGG. Will the majority leader 

yield for a question? 
Mr. REID. I yield for a question with-

out losing the right to the floor. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I would 
ask the majority leader if I might be 
recognized to speak after he completes 
his speech and his statement because I 
would like to speak. 

Mr. REID. As I said, Mr. President, 
we are going to go into a quorum call 
and huddle down here and find out if 
there is a way out of this. 

Mr. GREGG. Will the majority leader 
yield for a further question? 

Mr. REID. Yes. 
Mr. GREGG. I think the majority 

leader has made his case as to the sta-
tus of the situation. But I do believe we 
should not shut off debate in the sense 
of not allowing for those of us who 
would like to express the way we see 
the situation to also be able to speak. 
That is why I would like to have an op-
portunity to speak. 

Mr. REID. I say to my friend, and he 
is my friend, we are not going to have 
any more discussion on this piece of 
legislation until we figure out a way to 
help the police and firefighters. The de-
cision was made by the Republican 
leader to debate the GI bill of rights, 
OK? That is where we are now. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the quorum 
call be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the quorum 
call be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. I object. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the quorum 
call be set aside. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-

mous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. REID. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I ask unani-

mous consent to set aside the quorum 
call so that I can answer some of the 
questions that have been asked on the 
other side. 

Mr. REID. I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

MENENDEZ). Objection is heard. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I appreciate 
the patience of all Senators. I am going 
to, in a couple minutes, move to table 
the Graham first-degree amendment. 
That vote will take place shortly. Fol-
lowing that, I have asked Senators 
KENNEDY and ENZI to sit down and see 
if there is a way we can finish this im-
portant legislation. We have other 
things to do this week. We have the 
farm bill that will be here within the 
hour from the House. We have the 
budget conferees we have to appoint. 
Senator DORGAN is pushing hard on the 
media cross-ownership. That is some-
thing we need to complete this week. I 
want all Senators to see what they can 
do to exert influence on their friends to 
finish this bill. I have talked to the 
head of the firefighters. He is tremen-
dously troubled that we ran into this 
roadblock. The underlying bill is very 
important. I would hope everyone un-
derstands that. We have all next week 
to do whatever needs to be done on the 
supplemental appropriations bill. We 
will get into a lot of discussion on the 
war in Iraq and what is going to happen 
to returning veterans. 

In the meantime, it is my under-
standing the matter before the Senate 
is the Graham first-degree amendment. 
I move to table Graham amendment 
No. 4763 and ask for the yeas and nays. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The question is on agreeing to the 

motion. The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN, I announce that the 

Senator from New York (Mrs. CLINTON) 
and the Senator from Illinois (Mr. 
OBAMA) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is 
necesarily absent: the Senator from 
Arizona (Mr. MCCAIN.) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 
MCCASKILL). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 55, 
nays 42, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 127 Leg.] 

YEAS—55 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Collins 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feingold 
Feinstein 

Hagel 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 

Nelson (NE) 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Voinovich 
Warner 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 
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NAYS—42 

Alexander 
Allard 
Barrasso 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Coleman 
Corker 
Cornyn 

Craig 
Crapo 
DeMint 
Dole 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 

Kyl 
Lugar 
Martinez 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Roberts 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Thune 
Vitter 
Wicker 

NOT VOTING—3 

Clinton McCain Obama 

The motion was agreed to. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 

move to reconsider the vote. 
Mr. DURBIN. I move to lay that mo-

tion on the table. 
The motion to lay on the table was 

agreed to. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro-

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. WEBB. Madam President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, 
may we have order? The Senator is en-
titled to be heard. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate is in a quorum call. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I ask unanimous con-
sent that further proceedings under the 
quorum call be suspended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, re-
serving the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator cannot reserve the right to object. 

Is there objection? 
Mr. GREGG. Then I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-

tion is heard. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that the next 
hour be evenly divided between the two 
parties for the purposes of debate only 
and at the end of that time, a quorum 
call be in order. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 
reserving the right to object, and I am 
not going to, but I wish to explain that 
Members on this side of the aisle are 
prepared to go forward with the amend-
ments Senator ENZI has been sug-
gesting we vote on. We are having some 
difficulty achieving that, but we would 
like to have some more votes on the 
underlying bill today. 

Having said that, I do not object. 
Mr. GREGG. Madam President, re-

serving the right to object, I am happy 
to agree to this because I have been 
trying to speak now for 4 or 5 hours, 
and the last three times I rose to 

speak, the majority leader would not 
allow me to speak. I understood his 
concern and his pique about what he 
perceived as to what was happening on 
the floor, but independent of that, I 
still think I should have the right to 
speak. Therefore, since I sought the 
floor initially and was seeking the 
floor the last time this exercise took 
place, I would request that the unani-
mous consent request be adjusted so 
that I be recognized first and that I be 
given 5 minutes to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator so modify his request? 

Mr. KENNEDY. I so modify, with the 
understanding that following the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire, the Senator 
from Virginia be recognized. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The Senator from Massachusetts is 

recognized. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I just want to say in 

terms of the voting that we are pre-
pared to vote on our side on the under-
lying amendments, but we were noti-
fied by the other side that we would 
not be permitted to vote. There was ob-
jection from the Republican side to 
voting on a Democratic amendment, 
and we insist on getting that worked 
out so we can move ahead. 

Hopefully, we can put aside the 
games and get moving on this under-
lying legislation, which is so impor-
tant. Madam President, I ask unani-
mous consent further that after Sen-
ator WEBB, the speakers be rotated 
from side to side and the time, as men-
tioned earlier, be evenly divided. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from New Hampshire is 
recognized for 5 minutes—the Senator 
from Virginia. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
ask unanimous consent that I be recog-
nized on this side after Senator WEBB. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from New Hampshire is 
recognized. 

Mr. GREGG. Madam President, I 
wanted to rise earlier to put into con-
text what the exercise we were in-
volved in was about and the fact that 
the issue of the Graham amendment, in 
my humble opinion, did not, in any 
way, adversely affect the capacity to 
pass and proceed on the underlying 
bill, which is the firefighter initiative 
here that I and Senator KENNEDY have 
brought forward. 

I think there were representations 
from the majority leader that the 
Graham amendment was some sort of 
attempt to basically sidetrack the fire-
fighter bill. It was not that at all. It 
was simply the Senate doing its nat-
ural business, which is to amend bills 
on the floor of the Senate and get votes 
on those amendments. The Republican 
leader, in his absolute right, set the 
matter so it would be voted on. If he 
had not done what he did, there prob-
ably would have been no vote on the 

Graham amendment because the ma-
jority would have been able to side-
track that amendment. 

I think Senator GRAHAM had every 
right to come forward with whatever 
amendment he wanted. Every Member 
has that right when a bill is open to 
amendment. That has been a huge de-
bate for quite a while. The majority 
party, for some reason, has decided to 
try to run the Senate as if it were the 
House of Representatives, which means 
they are trying to proceed in an auto-
cratic way, where they decide for the 
minority party what amendments will 
be brought forward. That is not appro-
priate. That is not the tradition or the 
purpose of the Senate. The minority 
party has an absolute, sacred right to 
bring forward amendments, and there 
is no right in the majority party to ban 
the capacity of the minority party to 
do that, unless the majority party has 
the capacity to basically bring down 
the entire operation of the Senate, 
which is what it consistently has been 
doing—filling the tree time and time 
again in an attempt to shut off our 
party, the minority, from making its 
points and bringing forward amend-
ments, which can be debated and voted 
on, and then you can get to the under-
lying bill—which is the way the Senate 
worked, by the way, for over 200 years. 

Now, another action is occurring 
here which required Senator GRAHAM 
to offer this amendment. He didn’t, by 
choice, pick this bill out of his interest 
in the bill to offer the amendment on. 
He had to offer it because the majority 
party is using the rules of the Senate 
to shut off all amendments to the bill 
being proposed by the Senator from 
Virginia. 

The bill of the Senator from Virginia 
will be marked up in a manner that 
will bring it to the floor so that it 
would not be amendable. That has been 
public knowledge around here for 
weeks—that we were not going to be 
given the opportunity to amend the 
Senator’s bill. That is inappropriate 
also. So the only way Senator GRAHAM 
could protect his rights was to bring 
this amendment forward at this time. 
It did nothing to undermine the move-
ment of this bill forward. If this bill 
doesn’t move forward—the firefighter 
bill—it will be because the Democratic 
leadership has not been able to sched-
ule the floor in an efficient enough way 
to get the bill across the floor. That is 
the reason. It is not the failure of the 
minority to move this bill across the 
floor. It is failure of the majority to 
bring forward the bill in a proper pro-
cedure and allow for a proper amend-
ment process to occur. 

I think that point needs to be made. 
It is like the story of the guy who kills 
his parents and throws himself on the 
jury’s mercy because he claims he is an 
orphan. The majority party has killed 
its parents. They are trying to deny 
the right of the minority to offer 
amendments to the Webb measure. It is 
inconsistent with the way the Senate 
should act. 
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I think we had a legitimate case with 

the Graham amendment. I think the 
Republican leader did the right thing 
in filing cloture to force a vote on that 
amendment. We have now had a vote, 
which was a vote to table. As a prac-
tical matter, it hasn’t slowed down the 
firefighter bill. The bill has not been 
prejudiced by this action. Rather, the 
activity of the Senate, which is to give 
the minority the right to amend, has 
occurred in a proper way. It took work 
to get it done and huffing and puffing 
from the other side of the aisle, saying 
it should not be done. The proper order 
was done, and I congratulate the Re-
publican leader for following this 
course. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. WEBB. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be allowed to 
engage in a colloquy with the senior 
Senator from Virginia and the senior 
Senator from Nebraska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. WEBB. Madam President, I wish 
to speak for a few minutes about our 
bill that the senior Senator from Vir-
ginia, the Senator from Nebraska, and 
58 Members of this body in total have 
cosponsored because I regret this vote 
that has just occurred. 

I personally did not think it was ap-
propriate that the amendment of the 
Senator from South Carolina be placed 
into this particular legislation, par-
ticularly at a time when there had 
been a good bit of discussion about how 
any suggestions that were viewed as 
appropriate to our legislation were wel-
come. They have been welcome for 16 
months. 

So I don’t want the Members of this 
body, or other people in our country, to 
think that in any way our GI bill legis-
lation is a partisan measure or a piece 
of legislation that simply is being driv-
en by the majority party. In fact, as I 
said, we have 58 sponsors in the Sen-
ate—11 of them Republicans—including 
the senior Senator from Virginia, who, 
other than myself, is the only person 
who has served in a policy position in 
the Pentagon and who is a former 
chairman of the Armed Services Com-
mittee, and including the former chair-
man of the veterans committee, a Re-
publican, and also including the cur-
rent chairman of the Armed Services 
Committee and the chairman of the 
veterans committee. 

This is a strongly bipartisan bill. It 
is an attempt to give those people who 
serve and have served since 9/11 equi-
table opportunities for the future on a 
level of the people whom we have come 
to call the ‘‘greatest generation,’’ the 
World War II veterans. That is all this 
is. I hope the other Members of this 
body will come together with us to 
pass this legislation. 

With respect to amendments to this 
legislation, I wish to say a couple 
things. One, we have worked with all 
the major veterans groups over a pe-
riod of 16 months. We have worked 

with other Members of this body over a 
period of 16 months—Democrats and 
Republicans. We have incorporated 
many different suggestions. This is a 
bill that I believe will be dramatically 
helpful to those who have served, and 
it will be something of which the 
American people can be proud. 

In that regard, I say, first of all, on 
the House side, we have 295 sponsors of 
this identical legislation, including 91 
Republicans. So let’s all get together 
and let’s set partisan bickering aside 
and do something affirmative that will 
allow the people who have been serving 
in these arduous times to have a true 
first-class shot in the future. 

With that, I yield to the senior Sen-
ator from Virginia, whose advice and 
counsel on this bill has been greatly 
appreciated and whose support I also 
appreciate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-
ior Senator from Virginia is recog-
nized. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
stand before this Senate, which I have 
been in now almost 30 years, with a 
great sense of humility. I simply say 
that I would not be here had it not 
been for previous GI bills. I volunteered 
and served in the last year of World 
War II as a young sailor, 17 years old. 
Subsequently, I volunteered to go into 
the Marine Corps in 1948 and served on 
active duty during the Korean conflict, 
1950–1952. That modest World War II 
service gave me a GI bill to get my un-
dergraduate degree then, and my mod-
est service in the Marine Corps on Ac-
tive Duty—and I stayed in the Reserves 
for many years afterward—gave me a 
second GI bill enabling me to get my 
law degree. I am here because of that 
education given to me and many other 
by a generous Nation. 

I have joined my distinguished col-
league, and dear friend, the junior Sen-
ator from Virginia, Mr. WEBB, who was 
a part of my staff when I was Under 
Secretary and Secretary of the Navy. 
We have known each other for many 
years and have worked together prior 
to coming to the Senate. I have the 
greatest admiration for him. He is too 
modest to talk of his military career, 
his service in the Department in the 
Defense, as Assistant Secretary of De-
fense for Reserve Affairs, and later as 
Secretary of the Navy. We have col-
laborated with the Senator from Ne-
braska, who is another distinguished 
veteran of the Vietnam period. I think 
the three of us are highly conscious of 
what we want to do for today’s genera-
tion of young men and women in uni-
form and their families. 

In the aftermath of World War II, the 
first GI bill was passed in 1944. Sixteen 
million men and women were given 
that educational opportunity, of which 
7.8 million veterans availed themselves 
of these GI bill benefits. 

All those individuals, including this 
humble Senator, were given the option 
to go to that university or that college 
of their choice, and that university or 
college, because of their academic cre-

dentials, would accept them. The dol-
lars were not a subject, because the GI 
bill largely paid for all the expenses in-
curred by the veterans. 

That is the purpose of the Webb bill, 
to now give to this very courageous 
generation the same opportunities my 
generation had beginning in 1944. I 
think today’s generation will be judged 
by history as just as great, or greater, 
than the World War II generation. We 
should give to this generation nothing 
less. 

I can assure you that, based on my 
experience—and I think my colleagues 
will agree—this will be an inducement 
to bring more high-quality individuals 
into uniform, knowing that for that 
service, their Nation would recognize it 
with the opportunity for them to pur-
sue further education. 

Madam President, I will soon ask to 
have printed in the RECORD a part of 
the law as it exists today. Much has 
been said about the transferability of 
the GI bill rights to a spouse or a child. 
The Committee of the Armed Services 
on which I serve, put into law the first 
option by which a service person could 
have what is known as transferability 
of their GI bill to a spouse or child. It 
is still the law of the day. 

I think my distinguished colleague 
from Virginia, having recognized this 
as existing law, might well consider it 
as a part of his legislation. That is a 
decision he will make and one I will 
support. 

With that, I will yield the floor at 
this time. 

Mr. WEBB. Madam President, first of 
all, I say to the senior Senator from 
Virginia, I have raised this piece of ex-
isting law a number of times when the 
individuals who introduced the meas-
ure that was just tabled talked about 
the need for transferability. This op-
tion is available to service Secretaries 
at their discretion under the existing 
law that the senior Senator from Vir-
ginia introduced more than 6 years 
ago. It would be, I believe, logical and 
proper to extend that law to the new GI 
bill. 

Mr. WARNER. I thank my distin-
guished colleague. Might that be in the 
form of an amendment to the Senator’s 
existing bill? 

Mr. WEBB. We would be happy to dis-
cuss that as soon as we can meet. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
admire the Senator’s willingness to ac-
cept that. It was my hope that perhaps 
Senators could have worked together 
with those who sponsored the bill we 
just voted to table. But certainly Re-
publicans exercised their right to have 
this vote on the measures put in by 
Senator BURR and Senator GRAHAM. 

Mr. WEBB. Madam President, the 
Senator from Nebraska is getting 
ready to speak. I will point out a cou-
ple things. One is that he has served 
our country with great distinction as 
an infantry sergeant in Vietnam and 
was wounded. He has been a great 
friend for many years, 30 years. He and 
I came up together working on vet-
erans laws years ago. 
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Just as importantly, when I men-

tioned the senior Senator from Vir-
ginia and myself were the only ones 
who served in policy positions in the 
Pentagon, I believe Senator HAGEL is 
probably the only Member of this body 
who has served in a senior policy posi-
tion in the Department of Veterans’ 
Affairs. 

If anyone is looking at the sense of 
fiduciary responsibility and the wis-
dom that has gone into our bill, I hope 
they will consider those sets of experi-
ences. 

With that, I yield to the senior Sen-
ator from Nebraska. 

Mr. HAGEL. Madam President, I 
thank both of my distinguished col-
leagues for their service to our country 
and for their leadership on one of the 
most important efforts we can make on 
behalf of those we ask to do so much 
for our country. 

The reality is, today we are asking 
less than 1 percent of our society to 
bear all the burden, to carry that bur-
den with tremendous sacrifice, not just 
for themselves but also a sacrifice 
called for from their families. They do 
it willingly, they do it because they 
love their country, and they care about 
the future of their country. 

What this bill is about, as much as 
any one thing, is supporting our troops 
in a time of peace, just as we support 
our troops in a time of war. These are 
men and women who have earned this 
benefit. Every generation of veterans 
since World War II has been acknowl-
edged by a grateful nation, acknowl-
edged in many ways. Maybe the most 
important way is a set of educational 
benefits they have been given in appro-
priate recognition of their service to 
our country. 

Just as Senator WEBB noted, what we 
are doing is rotating these benefits for-
ward into the 21st century so they are 
relevant to the realities of the costs of 
education today, giving these veterans 
the same kinds of opportunities and op-
tions that Senator WARNER, all of our 
World War II veterans have had—our 
Korean war veterans in the Congress, 
and our Vietnam war veterans, all of 
them have had. 

This is not a new program. This is 
not a welfare program. At a time when 
we have no difficulty finding the 
money to go to war, to place these men 
and women in war, we are having some 
debate over whether we have the re-
sources, the commitment in this coun-
try to find the resources to do not only 
what is right but what our Nation has 
always done since 1944. 

Is that the debate? If that is the de-
bate, we should have a debate because 
it is about the prioritization of our 
people. These young men and women 
are expected to go to war, fight and 
die, many will come back with tremen-
dous scars, ruined families, and then 
we disconnect? It is not enough to slap 
a bumper sticker on your car and say, 
‘‘I support the troops,’’ or for us to 
stand in the Senate or the House and 
speak in abstractions about supporting 

the troops. This is about supporting 
the troops. 

My goodness, what is a wiser invest-
ment in our society, in our future, in 
our country than giving these special 
men and women the same opportuni-
ties we had to make a better world, not 
just for themselves but for our coun-
try, through helping to educate these 
men and women. 

We have missed some points in this 
debate so far. I hope the points I have 
covered briefly will come back into 
some clarity, in some framework of un-
derstanding by the American people as 
to what this is about because, as I note 
again, if this is about not having the 
resources to fulfill the commitments 
we have made for almost 70 years to 
America’s veterans, if that is the case, 
then that debate needs to be ongoing 
throughout this Nation because I think 
the American people will want to say 
something about this, will want to 
have something to say about this, and 
they should. It is their Nation, their 
sons and daughters we send off to war. 

This, as Senator WEBB has noted, 
should be an effort to bring our coun-
try together, not divide our country, 
not divide us between Republicans and 
Democrats or between States. This 
should be some consensus of purpose to 
acknowledge these men and women 
who do so much, who bear all the bur-
den. That is what this is about. 

There will be more debate, and there 
needs to be more debate. I am as proud 
to be part of this effort with my col-
leagues from Virginia, Senator WEBB 
and Senator WARNER, with 57 other col-
leagues in the Senate, and almost 300 
in the House, as I have ever been since 
I have been in the Senate on behalf of 
a piece of legislation. This should be an 
effort to unite our country, and I be-
lieve the American people will see it 
that way. 

I appreciate very much an oppor-
tunity to express some of these points 
and for the continued leadership of my 
friend, JIM WEBB. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
say to my good friend and the leader of 
this effort, and Senator HAGEL, let’s 
clarify what I recommend we consider. 
That is the insertion of a provision, if 
it is so decided by Senator WEBB, on 
transferability, which would be for an 
individual to serve a second tour of 
service upon the completion of the first 
tour of service. This tracks with the 
2001 legislation. 

Will the Senator from Virginia con-
cur? 

Mr. WEBB. Madam President, I say 
to the senior Senator that I have read 
the existing law, and the under-
standing I have of it is, at the discre-
tion of a Service Secretary for military 
occupational specialities, that as they 
determine with a reenlistment, that 
transferability in increments would be 
allowed. That is in keeping with the 
statements of concern by the Senator 
from South Carolina about wanting to 
use transferability as a retention in-
centive. It is in existing law. It has not 

really been used extensively by the 
Service Secretaries. But I agree with 
the senior Senator that we should look 
for a way to continue that in our legis-
lation as well. 

Mr. WARNER. Madam President, I 
thank my distinguished colleague. I am 
proud to note that on the Webb bill I 
think it remains correct at this time 
that there are 11 Republican Senators 
who are cosponsors of the bill. This 
clearly indicates that Senator WEBB 
has devised legislation which is bipar-
tisan, and does reflect, as our colleague 
from Nebraska said, the will of the peo-
ple of the United States to recognize 
the extraordinary heroism and com-
mitment of the individual in uniform 
and their family and loved ones at 
home. 

Madam President, I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in the RECORD 
current law enacted in 2001, to which I 
referred earlier. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

FY2002 NDAA 
Subtitle E—Other Matters 

SEC. 654. TRANSFER OF ENTITLEMENT TO EDU-
CATIONAL ASSISTANCE UNDER 
MONTGOMERY GI BILL BY MEMBERS 
OF THE ARMED FORCES WITH CRIT-
ICAL MILITARY SKILLS. 

(a) AUTHORITY TO TRANSFER TO FAMILY 
MEMBERS.—(1) Subchapter II of chapter 30 of 
title 38, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new section: 
‘‘§ 3020. Transfer of entitlement to basic edu-

cational assistance: members of the Armed 
Forces with critical military skills 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL—Subject to the provisions 

of this section, each Secretary concerned 
may, for the purpose of enhancing recruit-
ment and retention of members of the Armed 
Forces with critical military skills and at 
such Secretary’s sole discretion, permit an 
individual described in subsection (b) who is 
entitled to basic educational assistance 
under this subchapter to elect to transfer to 
one or more of the dependents specified in 
subsection (c) a portion of such individual’s 
entitlement to such assistance, subject to 
the limitation under subsection (d). 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUALS.—An individual 
referred to in subsection (a) is any member 
of the Armed Forces who, at the time of the 
approval by the Secretary concerned of the 
member’s request to transfer entitlement to 
basic educational assistance under this sec-
tion— 

‘‘(1) has completed six years of service in 
the Armed Forces; 

‘‘(2) either— 
‘‘(A) has a critical military skill des-

ignated by the Secretary concerned for pur-
poses of this section; or 

‘‘(B) is in a military specialty designated 
by the Secretary concerned for purposes of 
this section as requiring critical military 
skills; and 

‘‘(3) enters into an agreement to serve at 
least four more years as a member of the 
Armed Forces. 

‘‘(c) ELIGIBLE DEPENDENTS.—An individual 
approved to transfer an entitlement to basic 
educational assistance under this section 
may transfer the individual’s entitlement as 
follows: 

‘‘(1) To the individual’s spouse. 
‘‘(2) To one or more of the individual’s chil-

dren. 
‘‘(3) To a combination of the individuals re-

ferred to in paragraphs (1) and (2). 
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‘‘(d) LIMITATION ON MONTHS OF TRANSFER.— 

The total number of months of entitlement 
transferred by an individual under this sec-
tion may not exceed 18 months. 

‘‘(e) DESIGNATION OF TRANSFEREE.—An in-
dividual transferring an entitlement to basic 
educational assistance under this section 
shall— 

‘‘(1) designate the dependent or dependents 
to whom such entitlement is being trans-
ferred; 

‘‘(2) designate the number of months of 
such entitlement to be transferred to each 
such dependent; and 

‘‘(3) specify the period for which the trans-
fer shall be effective for each dependent des-
ignated under paragraph (1). 

‘‘(f) TIME FOR TRANSFER; REVOCATION AND 
MODIFICATION.— 

‘‘(1) Subject to the time limitation for use 
of entitlement under section 3031 of this 
title, an individual approved to transfer enti-
tlement to basic educational assistance 
under this section may transfer such entitle-
ment at any time after the approval of the 
individual’s request to transfer such entitle-
ment without regard to whether the indi-
vidual is a member of the Armed Forces 
when the transfer is executed. 

‘‘(2)(A) An individual transferring entitle-
ment under this section may modify or re-
voke at any time the transfer of any unused 
portion of the entitlement so transferred. 

‘‘(B) The modification or revocation of the 
transfer of entitlement under this paragraph 
shall be made by the submittal of written 
notice of the action to both the Secretary 
concerned and the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs. 

‘‘(g) COMMENCEMENT OF USE.—A dependent 
to whom entitlement to basic educational 
assistance is transferred under this section 
may not commence the use of the trans-
ferred entitlement until— 

‘‘(1) in the case of entitlement transferred 
to a spouse, the completion by the individual 
making the transfer of six years of service in 
the Armed Forces; or 

‘‘(2) in the case of entitlement transferred 
to a child, both— 

‘‘(A) the completion by the individual 
making the transfer of 10 years of service in 
the Armed Forces; and 

‘‘(B) either— 
‘‘(i) the completion by the child of the re-

quirements of a secondary school diploma (or 
equivalency certificate); or 

‘‘(ii) the attainment by the child of 18 
years of age. 

‘‘(h) ADDITIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE MAT-
TERS.—(1) The use of any entitlement to 
basic educational assistance transferred 
under this section shall be charged against 
the entitlement of the individual making the 
transfer at the rate of one month for each 
month of transferred entitlement that is 
used. 

‘‘(2) Except as provided under subsection 
(e)(2) and subject to paragraphs (4) and (5), a 
dependent to whom entitlement is trans-
ferred under this section is entitled to basic 
educational assistance under this subchapter 
in the same manner and at the same rate as 
the individual from whom the entitlement 
was transferred. 

‘‘(3) The death of an individual transferring 
an entitlement under this section shall not 
affect the use of the entitlement by the de-
pendent to whom the entitlement is trans-
ferred. 

‘‘(4) Notwithstanding section 3031 of this 
title, a child to whom entitlement is trans-
ferred under this section may not use any 
entitlement so transferred after attaining 
the age of 26 years. 

‘‘(5) The administrative provisions of this 
chapter (including the provisions set forth in 
section 3034(a)(1) of this title) shall apply to 

the use of entitlement transferred under this 
section, except that the dependent to whom 
the entitlement is transferred shall be treat-
ed as the eligible veteran for purposes of 
such provisions. 

‘‘(6) The purposes for which a dependent to 
whom entitlement is transferred under this 
section may use such entitlement shall in-
clude the pursuit and completion of the re-
quirements of a secondary school diploma (or 
equivalency certificate). 

‘‘(i) OVERPAYMENT.—(1) In the event of an 
overpayment of basic educational assistance 
with respect to a dependent to whom entitle-
ment is transferred under this section, the 
dependent and the individual making the 
transfer shall be jointly and severally liable 
to the United States for the amount of the 
overpayment for purposes of section 3685 of 
this title. 

‘‘(2) Except as provided in paragraph (3), if 
an individual transferring entitlement under 
this section fails to complete the service 
agreed to by the individual under subsection 
(b)(3) in accordance with the terms of the 
agreement of the individual under that sub-
section, the amount of any transferred enti-
tlement under this section that is used by a 
dependent of the individual as of the date of 
such failure shall be treated as an overpay-
ment of basic educational assistance under 
paragraph (1). 

‘‘(3) Paragraph (2) shall not apply in the 
case of an individual who fails to complete 
service agreed to by the individual— 

‘‘(A) by reason of the death of the indi-
vidual; or 

‘‘(B) for a reason referred to in section 3011 
(a)(1)(A)(ii)(I) of this title. 

‘‘(j) APPROVALS OF TRANSFER SUBJECT TO 
AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS.—The Sec-
retary concerned may approve transfers of 
entitlement to basic educational assistance 
under this section in a fiscal year only to the 
extent that appropriations for military per-
sonnel are available in that fiscal year for 
purposes of making deposits in the Depart-
ment of Defense Education Benefits Fund 
under section 2006 of title 10 in that fiscal 
year to cover the present value of future ben-
efits payable from the Fund for the Depart-
ment of Defense portion of payments of basic 
educational assistance attributable to in-
creased usage of benefits as a result of such 
transfers of entitlement in that fiscal year. 

‘‘(k) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall prescribe regulations for purposes 
of this section. Such regulations shall speci-
fy the manner and effect of an election to 
modify or revoke a transfer of entitlement 
under subsection (f)(2) and shall specify the 
manner of the applicability of the adminis-
trative provisions referred to in subsection 
(h)(5) to a dependent to whom entitlement is 
transferred under this section. 

‘‘(l) ANNUAL REPORT.—(1) Not later than 
January 31 each year (beginning in 2003), the 
Secretary of Defense shall submit to the 
Committees on Armed Services and the Com-
mittees on Veterans’ Affairs of the Senate 
and House of Representatives a report on the 
transfers of entitlement to basic educational 
assistance under this section that were ap-
proved by each Secretary concerned during 
the preceding fiscal year. 

‘‘(2) Each report shall set forth— 
‘‘(A) the number of transfers of entitle-

ment under this section that were approved 
by such Secretary during the preceding fiscal 
year; or 

‘‘(B) if no transfers of entitlement under 
this section were approved by such Secretary 
during that fiscal year, a justification for 
such Secretary’s decision not to approve any 
such transfers of entitlement during that fis-
cal year. 

‘‘(m) SECRETARY CONCERNED DEFINED.— 
Notwithstanding section 101(25) of this title, 

in this section, the term ‘Secretary con-
cerned’ means— 

‘‘(1) the Secretary of the Army with re-
spect to matters concerning the Army; 

‘‘(2) the Secretary of the Navy with respect 
to matters concerning the Navy or the Ma-
rine Corps; 

‘‘(3) the Secretary of the Air Force with re-
spect to matters concerning the Air Force; 
and 

‘‘(4) the Secretary of Defense with respect 
to matters concerning the Coast Guard, or 
the Secretary of Transportation when it is 
not operating as a service in the Navy.’’. 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
such chapter is amended by inserting after 
the item relating to section 3019 the fol-
lowing new item: 
‘‘3020. Transfer of entitlement to basic edu-

cational assistance: Armed 
Forces with critical military 
skills.’’. 

(b) TREATMENT UNDER DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE EDUCATION BENEFITS FUND.—Section 
2006(b)(2) of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

‘‘(D) The present value of future benefits 
payable from the Fund for the Department of 
Defense portion of payments of educational 
assistance under subchapter II of chapter 30 
of title 38 attributable to increased usage of 
benefits as a result of transfers of entitle-
ment to basic educational assistance under 
section 3020 of that title during such pe-
riod.’’. 

(c) PLAN FOR IMPLEMENTATION.—Not later 
than June 30, 2002, the Secretary of Defense 
shall submit to Congress a report describing 
the manner in which the Secretaries of the 
military departments and the Secretary of 
Transportation propose to exercise the au-
thority granted by section 3020 of title 38, 
United States Code, as added by subsection 
(a). The report shall include the regulations 
prescribed under subsection (k) of that sec-
tion for purposes of the exercise of the au-
thority. 

(d) FUNDING FOR FISCAL YEAR 2002.—Of the 
amount authorized to be appropriated to the 
Department of Defense for military per-
sonnel for fiscal year 2002 by section 421, 
$30,000,000 may be available in fiscal year 
2002 for deposit into the Department of De-
fense Education Benefits Fund under section 
2006 of title 10, United States Code, for pur-
poses of covering payments of amounts 
under subparagraph (D) of section 2006(b)(2) 
of such title (as added by subsection (b)), as 
a result of transfers of entitlement to basic 
educational assistance under section 3020 of 
title 38, United States Code (as added by sub-
section (a)). 

Mr. WARNER. I yield the floor. 
Mr. WEBB. I thank both Senators. I 

yield the floor, Madam President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Massachusetts. 
Mr. KENNEDY. How much time re-

mains, Madam President? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There re-

mains 231⁄2 minutes to the Senator from 
Massachusetts; 12 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Wyoming. 

Mr. ENZI. Madam President, we had 
one speaker from my side and then a 
colloquy with some people from my 
side who were involved with the Sen-
ator from Virginia, but I don’t think 
that can hardly be charged to my side. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
will be glad to yield 10 minutes—— 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Each 
Senator who spoke was charged with 
the time based on their party. 
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Mr. ENZI. I thought I was in charge 

of half of the time, and I didn’t allocate 
that time. I can see how the rules go 
here. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, I 
ask for additional time. I ask unani-
mous consent for an additional 15 min-
utes for the Senator from Wyoming. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. And I ask unanimous 
consent that we will have 10 minutes 
on our side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. So the 
Chair understands, there will be 15 ad-
ditional minutes for the minority and 
additional minutes for—— 

Mr. KENNEDY. I understand we have 
22 minutes remaining; is that right? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Correct. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I ask unanimous con-

sent for 10 additional minutes on our 
side and for 15 additional minutes on 
the other side—or 20 minutes on the 
other side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. There will 
be 20 additional minutes added to the 
minority side and 10 additional min-
utes added to the majority side. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam President, we 
have had a very interesting exchange 
with both Senators from Virginia and 
the Senator from Nebraska on a matter 
of enormous importance and con-
sequence, and that is our support for a 
GI bill that is worthy of the bravery, 
courage, and valor of those who are 
serving in the Armed Forces. 

The stated legislative purpose of the 
Senator from Virginia, Mr. WEBB, who 
is the architect of this program—and I 
welcome the chance to be a cosponsor— 
is to try and do for those who are in 
the service of our country at this time 
a similar kind of support in education 
that those who had served in the colors 
in World War II received. He has ex-
plained it in great detail. 

I look forward to supporting that 
proposal when it comes up on the floor 
of the Senate, probably the early part 
of next week. I commend the strong bi-
partisan support that it has been able 
to receive. I commend my former 
chairman, Senator WARNER, who led 
the Armed Services Committee so bril-
liantly for so many years and has made 
such an extraordinary contribution to 
the security of this Nation, both as a 
serviceman and also as a policy leader, 
and to Senator HAGEL whom I think for 
all of us has demonstrated enormous 
courage in service and outside guiding 
national security policy. 

We are going to, after our next cou-
ple of speakers, be moving toward con-
sideration of the farm bill conference 
report. That is a privileged matter, and 
it displaces the underlying legislation 
we have been debating, the Cooperation 
Act, public service legislation we have 
been considering both yesterday and 
today. I expect we will continue 
through the evening on the farm con-
ference report. Further action on our 
legislation will be deferred until to-
morrow. 

In conclusion for this afternoon, on 
the floor we are considering the service 
of extraordinary Americans: On the 
one hand, as Senator WEBB pointed out, 
those who serve in the armed services 
of our country, and on the other hand, 
we are talking about the 659,000 police 
officers, 262,000 firefighters, who are in 
the service of our country trying to 
provide for our national security. 

We are mindful that we spend $40 bil-
lion a year on homeland security. What 
this legislation at its heart is all about 
is to make sure those service men and 
women, those police officers, those 
firefighters, those EMTs, are going to 
be safe and secure; that they are going 
to have the best in terms of equipment, 
and that we are going to listen to those 
individuals who have dedicated their 
lives to protecting our fellow citizens 
all across America. We are going to lis-
ten to their recommendations and sug-
gestions on how we can improve their 
safety and the safety of the American 
people. We give them a mechanism to 
be able to do that. That is the frame-
work which is the underlying aspect of 
the legislation we have before us. 

People can talk about unfunded man-
dates and problems of strikes and all 
these other items, but nonetheless we 
cannot and should not and will not get 
away from the fundamental thrust of 
this legislation and its importance. We 
have an extraordinary opportunity to 
make America safer and more secure— 
here on the floor of the Senate. Who 
wants to have that challenge? It is the 
police officers and the firefighters and 
the first responders who are prepared 
to accept that responsibility. All they 
are asking is to have a voice at the 
table when judgments and decisions are 
being made by maybe well-intentioned 
policymakers, well-intentioned bureau-
crats. But we want to make sure those 
out there on the front lines are at least 
going to have a voice in these policy 
judgments and decisions. That is what 
this legislation is about. That is why it 
is so important. 

We are prepared to deal with the var-
ious amendments that come up. We 
look forward to it. We have gotten off 
track over the course of the day. With 
all due respect to others, we find that 
with the exception of the amendment 
that was being offered by the Senator 
from Vermont, Senator LEAHY, on bul-
letproof vests—about which we don’t 
know there is any substantive objec-
tion—all the other amendments have 
been on the other side; not from our 
side, from their side. We have not tried 
to interfere with the order those have 
been offered. 

Senator ALEXANDER has been down 
here and has spoken eloquently. Many 
Senators have spoken about their 
amendments. Senator HATCH was down 
and spent time talking about his 
amendment. 

We are prepared to move ahead. If 
there is need for further debate, we will 
have further debate; if not, we are pre-
pared to move ahead and have the judg-
ment made here in the Senate. 

This legislation is extremely impor-
tant. As I have mentioned, it has been 
around for some 9 years. It was intro-
duced initially by a Republican. It has 
strong Republican—has strong bipar-
tisan support. I listened to my friend 
Senator WARNER talk about the strong 
bipartisan support there is for the GI 
bill. There is strong bipartisan support 
for this legislation as well, as indeed 
there should be, and as we have at-
tempted to achieve. We will continue 
to work in that area. 

We look forward, I expect, to have 
further consideration on this tomor-
row. I am very appreciative, as always, 
of my friend and colleague from Wyo-
ming, Senator ENZI. We have a remark-
able area of agreement in some public 
policy areas, but we have sharp areas 
of differences. This happens to be one 
of those. This legislation happens to be 
one of those. But it does not take away 
the great respect and affection I have 
for him as a legislator and as a friend. 

We look forward to continuing this 
debate and hopefully a resolution on 
some of these matters tomorrow. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Texas. 
Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, it is 

my understanding our side has 32 min-
utes remaining. I wish to yield myself 
up to 10 minutes of that time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Would the Senator 
yield for a unanimous consent request? 

Mr. CORNYN. Yes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. How much time do I 

have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator has 251⁄2 minutes. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I am going to yield 15 

minutes—10 minutes to Senator 
KLOBUCHAR and 10 minutes to the Sen-
ator from Washington, Mrs. MURRAY, 
at an appropriate time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Texas is recog-
nized. 

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, this 
Saturday the people in my home State 
of Texas will join to celebrate Armed 
Forces Day and, of course, shortly 
thereafter Memorial Day. These are 
the days we set aside to honor the men 
and women who have worn the uniform 
of the U.S. military, to honor them for 
their service and particularly remem-
ber those who made the ultimate sac-
rifice in defense of our freedom. 

As I prepare to go home this weekend 
to join my fellow Texans in celebrating 
this important event, I am reminded of 
the immense debt we all owe those who 
have worn the uniform. Of course, this 
is a debt we know we can never repay. 

From a personal perspective, my fa-
ther served as a B–17 pilot in World 
War II, and served honorably for 31 
years in the U.S. Air Force. He was 
shot down and spent 4 months in a Ger-
man prisoner-of-war camp before Gen-
eral Patton and his army came along 
and liberated him and his fellow POWs. 
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Of course he, like so many of that gen-
eration, came back to his home and 
took advantage of the GI bill in order 
to get an education so he could then 
become the foundation upon which 
America would continue to build itself 
in those postwar years and beyond. 

The GI bill has done an incalculable 
benefit not only to the individual vet-
erans who received those educational 
benefits but to our country as well. It 
is important now, many years later, in 
2008, that we focus our efforts on mod-
ernizing that GI bill to make sure the 
benefits I know we all want to see di-
rected toward our men and women in 
uniform are available to allow them, 
when they return home from the fight, 
to take their uniform off, to get an 
education, and to achieve their dreams. 

Because I believe we need to mod-
ernize the GI bill of rights, when it 
comes to educational benefits for our 
veterans, I have chosen to cosponsor a 
bill called S. 2938, the Enhancement of 
Recruitment, Retention, and Readjust-
ment Through Education Act. Sadly, 
and for some inexplicable reason, we 
saw that bill tabled by the Senate. I do 
not know why, at a time when we 
ought to be talking about and acting 
on our appreciation for our men and 
women in uniform, the Senate decided 
to table this important piece of legisla-
tion. But I wish to talk about it for a 
minute, to explain to my colleagues 
what is contained in this important 
piece of legislation. 

This bill would help our military per-
sonnel with an extended range of op-
tions under the GI bill to ensure that 
they get the benefits they deserve. It 
immediately increases education bene-
fits for active-duty personnel to $1,500 
a month and, to encourage retention 
and continuation of service in the mili-
tary, it gradually increases the edu-
cation benefits to $2,000 a month after 
12 or more years of service. 

It expands the authority for service-
members to transfer—and this is one of 
the most important elements of this 
legislation—it allows them to transfer 
their educational benefits to members 
of their family, a spouse or a child. 
After 6 years of service, half of that 
benefit can be transferred, and after 12 
years of service, 100 percent of the ben-
efit can be transferred to a child, to a 
spouse, or some other loved one. 

It increases from $880 to $1,200 per 
month the education benefits for Guard 
and Reserve members called to active 
duty since September 11, 2001. It allows 
servicemembers to use up to $6,000 per 
year of Montgomery G.I. bill education 
benefits to repay student loans, and it 
provides access to Montgomery GI bill 
benefits to service academy graduates 
and senior reserve officers’ training 
corps officers who continue to serve be-
yond their initial commitment. 

This legislation is offered as an alter-
native to S. 22, a bill produced by my 
distinguished colleague from Virginia, 
Senator WEBB, and actually cospon-
sored by our other distinguished col-
league from Virginia, Senator WARNER. 

I believe both of these bills are born 
out of the noblest of aspirations and in-
tentions, but I do believe the alter-
natives offered in the bill that has been 
laid on the table here a moment ago 
would actually provide a better range 
of services to more of our troops as 
well as their families. Simply put, I do 
believe it is a better fit for our Nation 
and a better fit for the people of my 
State of Texas. 

I mentioned the issue of transfer-
ability. This is something not found in 
the Webb bill that is found in the alter-
native. To begin with, Senator WEBB’s 
bill fails to recognize the enormous 
sacrifices our military families make 
in support of their loved ones who wear 
the uniform of the U.S. military. Talk 
to any sailor, soldier, airman, or ma-
rine and they will tell you that being 
able to transfer their GI educational 
benefits to their spouses or their chil-
dren is enormously important to them. 
At a time when we depend on an all- 
volunteer military, isn’t it important 
that we provide the maximum range of 
benefits not only to our veterans but 
also to the military families, the peo-
ple who stay behind while their loved 
ones are deployed and whose support 
they need and depend on, and frankly 
whose support our Nation depends on— 
our military families? 

According to all the service chiefs 
and the Joint Chiefs of Staff, transfer-
ability of this benefit is their No. 1 pri-
ority and something wholly missing 
from the Webb bill. 

As I mentioned, my father served as 
a bomber pilot in World War II. I have 
experienced, as have other military 
family members, the joint commit-
ment military families make in sup-
port of their loved one in the military. 

In addition to the other benefits, I 
think this particular provision of 
transferability recognizes a funda-
mental fairness issue and impacts di-
rectly on our ability to retain our serv-
icemembers. Obviously, we would not 
want to do anything intentionally 
which would encourage people to leave 
the military after 3 years of service. It 
is in the best interests of the United 
States of America, our strength and se-
curity—it is in the best interests of our 
all-volunteer military force to actually 
encourage and facilitate service of our 
active-duty military beyond just an 
initial tour of 3 years of service. 

While we applaud and honor those 
who serve any period of time in our 
military, we do need to make sure we 
do not create an incentive for people to 
leave early in order to get a benefit 
under this bill. That is why, under the 
legislation I am cosponsoring—Senator 
GRAHAM’s bill, also cosponsored by 
Senator BURR, Senator MCCAIN, and 
others—our career military will re-
ceive additional GI bill benefits to re-
ward them for their continued service. 

This bill clearly recognizes you do 
not have to get out of the military to 
be able to continue your education. 
Like the Webb bill, troops will be eligi-
ble for up to $1,500 monthly benefits 

after 3 years of service. However, in 
order to recognize our career troops as 
well, benefits would increase to $2,000 a 
month after 12 years of service—clearly 
providing both a benefit and incentive 
for people to continue in military serv-
ice and not to feel as if they have to 
leave after 3 years in order to take ad-
vantage of this benefit. Unlike the 
Webb bill, which caters to those who 
choose to remain in the service for 
only 3 years—whose service we ear-
nestly appreciate—the Graham bill I 
believe provides short-term rewards 
and also rewards our career troops as 
well. 

According to the RAND Corporation 
study conducted in January, 2008, Sen-
ator WEBB’s bill would: 

. . . reduce first-term Army reenlistment 
by about 12 percentage points from the cur-
rent rate of 40 percent to about 28 percent. 

This is an important point. The unin-
tended effect of Senator WEBB’s bill 
would actually be to reduce retention 
from 40 percent to 28 percent. 

Madam President, I ask for an addi-
tional 2 minutes by unanimous con-
sent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, why 
in the world would we want to do any-
thing that discriminates between those 
military members who serve for 3 years 
and then decide to leave and those who 
decide to make the military their ca-
reer? Why would we want to discrimi-
nate against their families, who might 
benefit from the transferability option 
contained in this alternative legisla-
tion which I am supporting? Why 
would we want to do anything that 
would actually damage our ability to 
encourage people to stay in the mili-
tary should they choose that for them-
selves and for their families? 

I believe this legislation is important 
not only to our Nation, it provides an 
important benefit to our military and 
their families. It encourages retention 
and continuation of service, facilitates 
those who do want to stay longer, and 
creates an enhanced benefit for them. 

In a State such as Texas where 1 out 
of every 10 people in uniform calls our 
State home, this is very important to 
my State and my constituents. But I 
will tell you, this is even more impor-
tant to our Nation in encouraging that 
our strong, all-volunteer military force 
remain strong and that we meet our 
commitment to make sure they receive 
the benefits they need and they deserve 
and are not limited only to the 
servicemember but can also be ex-
tended to family members as well. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. KYL. Madam President, please 

advise me after I have spoken for 10 
minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
an agreement to alternate sides, Sen-
ator. 

The Senator from Washington State. 
Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent to speak as in 
morning business for 10 minutes. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
REFUELING TANKERS 

Mrs. MURRAY. Madam President, 
when our constituents make decisions 
about big purchases such as buying a 
house or buying a car, the first thing 
they do is consider how much money 
they have to spend, and then they shop 
for the best quality they can get for 
the most reasonable price for the item 
that best meets their needs. When the 
Government makes a purchase, they 
expect it to follow that same sort of 
analysis, whether it is buying a pencil 
or jet engines. But that is not what our 
military did when it made its decision 
to buy the next generation of refueling 
tankers from Airbus instead of from 
Boeing. 

Compared to Boeing’s 767, Airbus’s 
A330 is massive. The simple truth is 
that a bigger plane is going to be more 
expensive. The bigger plane the Air 
Force wants to buy is going to burn 
more fuel, it is going to take up more 
space, and it is going to require more 
people to maintain it. But our hangars, 
our runways, and our ramps today are 
all designed for a much smaller tanker. 

I also have serious concerns and 
questions about how much Airbus’s 
tanker is going to cost in fuel and per-
sonnel and maintenance. In the months 
that have passed now since the mili-
tary announced it had selected Airbus 
for this massive contract, I have re-
peatedly asked the Pentagon whether 
it considered how it will pay for the 
extra costs of a much bigger plane. I 
have been astounded that no one has 
been able to answer my questions. In 
other words, the military said it wants 
to spend more than $100 billion to buy 
bigger planes, but it has no idea where 
it is going to put them, it does not 
know who is going to maintain them, 
and it does not know how we are going 
to pay to operate them. That makes no 
sense to me. I am very concerned about 
how much this decision is going to cost 
us, and that is why I have come to the 
floor this afternoon. Let me explain 
why I am troubled about this decision. 

First of all, we do not know what the 
possible military construction costs 
might be for this purchase. It is esti-
mated that these planes are too big for 
many of our hangars and that they are 
too heavy for many of our runways and 
our ramps. These tankers I am talking 
about are the backbone of our military. 
These refueling tankers make our glob-
al Air Force possible. Today, they are 
stationed around the world. So we are 
not only buying airplanes we can keep 
anywhere, the tanker has to be able to 
take off and land from almost any-
where in the world. 

The new tankers are supposed to be a 
replacement for our current fleet of 
medium-sized Boeing KC–135s. But 
compared to our current tankers and 
compared to the 767, the Airbus plane 
the Air Force has decided to purchase 
is massive. Airbus’s A330 is 32 feet 
longer than Boeing’s 767. The Airbus 
A330’s wingspan is 41 feet wider. The 

A330 weighs about 20 percent more than 
the Boeing plane. Our military experts 
have said they think the A330 will be 
able to operate on only about half of 
the airfields the Boeing 767 can use— 
about half of our airfields. That means 
some of our infrastructure in this 
country and across this globe is going 
to be torn down and refitted to accom-
modate these new planes they have de-
cided to buy. 

Secondly, oil and gas prices are a 
major factor of the cost of operating a 
refueling tanker. I am very concerned 
because a larger plane is obviously 
going to burn more fuel and cost dra-
matically more over the lifetime of 
these planes. In fact, because the Air-
bus A330 is larger and heavier than the 
Boeing 767, it is going to burn 24 per-
cent more fuel. That means that fuel-
ing planes the size of the A330 will cost 
$30 billion more over the lifetime of 
this plane. That is astonishing when 
you think that the initial cost for this 
contract is $35 billion. Fuel alone is 
going to double the cost of these 
planes. Americans are up in arms today 
about the cost of gas for their own 
cars. How do you think they are going 
to react if our Air Force chooses to use 
their tax dollars, American tax dollars, 
to fuel massive airplanes when there is 
a cheaper option available? 

Third, the larger A330 is going to re-
quire bigger refueling and ground 
crews. Because buying a larger plane 
means it will not be able to use stand-
ard-size military pallets, the military, 
in making this purchase, is now going 
to need more personnel and airmen to 
load and unload every A330 tanker. 

Finally, these larger planes are going 
to cost the military more to maintain. 
Not only will the A330 simply need 
more maintenance over its lifetime, 
larger crews are going to be needed to 
work on them. Because the planes are 
bigger, they are going to have to be 
packed in closer at our bases, and 
packing them in closer is going to 
make maintaining and getting them 
off the ground more dangerous for our 
airmen and airwomen. 

Now, I have been asking some pretty 
tough questions about how we got to 
this point, how the Air Force chose the 
Airbus plane over the Boeing plane, be-
cause it does not make sense to me 
that we would send this contract over-
seas when we have the capability and 
the right plane right here at home. 

I have specifically asked about the 
military’s construction costs. At four 
hearings now, four hearings in the last 
3 months, I have asked our military of-
ficials whether they can tell me if they 
did an analysis of the potential con-
struction costs of buying these larger 
planes before they reached their deci-
sion. Do you know what. I was shocked 
by their answer. It was: No. No. No. 
They did not do an analysis of how 
much it would cost for these larger 
planes. That means the Pentagon 
launched a major contract to replace a 
plane that we will have for decades 
that is going to cost us billions of dol-

lars, but apparently it never did a com-
plete, independent analysis of the po-
tential military construction costs of 
buying that much larger plane. 

I am concerned that even though I 
have asked for an estimate of these 
costs and even though several of my 
colleagues here in the Senate and the 
House have asked for the same infor-
mation, we do not have an answer. 

I first asked Air Force Secretary 
Wynne about these costs on March 12. I 
asked him: What will be the associated 
costs for our military construction 
budget, and can these Airbus planes fit 
in the hangars we have today? That is 
what I asked. At the time, Secretary 
Wynne could not answer me. He only 
said to me that the RFP did not indi-
cate any size. So I asked again on April 
24, this time with two Pentagon offi-
cials, Comptroller Tina Jonas and 
Under Secretary of Defense Wayne 
Arny, and they said they were not part 
of any decisionmaking process and 
could not comment. So on May 8 and 
then again today, I asked what the cost 
of this larger tanker would be for the 
National Guard and Reserve. Today, 
the Guard promised to get back to me 
with an answer. Well, I hope they do. 

I am extremely frustrated that we 
cannot get this information. We are 
talking about spending billions and bil-
lions of taxpayer dollars, and we are 
talking about a decision that affects 
our global military power. I am baffled 
as to why the Pentagon did not do a 
top-to-bottom analysis of every aspect 
of this very expensive decision. ‘‘I don’t 
know’’ is not an acceptable answer 
when we are asking American tax-
payers to foot the bill for purchasing 
these planes. 

Now, this process has been flawed 
from the start. As a result, it is now 
being appealed to the GAO. But regard-
less of the GAO’s findings, I think we, 
as Members of Congress, as representa-
tives of the American people, should be 
very concerned about the way the mili-
tary reached this decision. No family 
would buy an 18-wheeler if all they 
needed was a station wagon. And the 
military should not be buying a jumbo 
jet that is extremely expensive when 
what it really needs and what it has 
told us it needs is an agile refueling 
tanker. It is common sense. 

I think we need some real answers 
about why the Pentagon believes this 
decision is worth the taxpayers’ 
money. I hope our colleagues will join 
with me in demanding that we get that 
information before we make a mistake 
that will cost us billions of dollars that 
we cannot afford to waste. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Minnesota. 
Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President, 

I ask unanimous consent to change the 
order. My friend from South Carolina, 
Senator GRAHAM, has allowed me to go. 
I ask unanimous consent to speak and 
then to be followed by the Senator 
from South Carolina. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Madam President, 

I come to the floor today to express my 
strong support for the Public Safety 
Employer-Employee Cooperation Act 
that the Senate is currently consid-
ering, legislation that will ensure our 
public safety officers are treated with 
the respect and the dignity they un-
questionably deserve. 

I have always believed the first re-
sponsibility of government is to pro-
tect its citizens. I believe that respon-
sibility begins right here at the local 
level in our neighborhoods and in our 
communities with our law enforcement 
officers. To fulfill that essential re-
sponsibility, our local public safety of-
ficers need the support of the Govern-
ment in Washington. 

Before I came to Washington, like 
you, I served as a prosecuting attorney. 
I served for 8 years as a chief pros-
ecutor for Minnesota’s largest county. 
During that time, I saw firsthand the 
critical and courageous contributions 
our police officers, firefighters, para-
medics, and our public safety personnel 
make on a daily basis. I gained an 
unending appreciation for their service 
in keeping our communities safe and 
secure. When I came to Washington, I 
made a commitment that I would re-
member the officers I had worked 
alongside in Minnesota and that I 
would do everything I could to see that 
they received the full resources and 
support they deserve. 

This bill would demonstrate our sup-
port by allowing public safety officers 
to be treated as they should, by pro-
moting basic fairness in their working 
standards. It does so in a way that al-
lows States to retain the flexibility to 
craft their own standards to suit their 
local conditions. 

My State of Minnesota is fortunate 
to be one of 26 States that already 
grant collective bargaining rights to 
their public safety employees. Our po-
lice officers, firefighters, and para-
medics enjoy strong relationships with 
the State, counties, and cities that em-
ploy them, which enhances their abil-
ity to protect the communities they 
serve. 

When public safety employers and 
employees work together, it reduces 
worker fatalities and improves the 
quality of service. We need these valu-
able partnerships to be at their strong-
est if we are going to be able to prop-
erly respond to disasters and emer-
gencies that strike at our homeland se-
curity. 

Our State is well aware of this. We 
have had our share of tragedies this 
year, from the collapse of the I–35W 
bridge to the floods in southern Min-
nesota in which several people died, to 
the fires up in northern Minnesota in 
the Ham Lake area over through the 
Canadian border. This week thousands 
of police officers have come to Wash-
ington to commemorate National Po-
lice Week. I have had an opportunity to 
meet with these police officers. I had 
the opportunity to meet with para-
medics when I was home a week ago. I 

have had the opportunity to see our 
firefighters at work. We must respect 
these hard-working public servants. 
This respect should be fundamental to 
the work we do. 

I told these officers and paramedics 
and firefighters that I would come to 
the floor to speak in support of this 
legislation and that I was hopeful our 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
would join us in passing this law. What 
they want is what they have in our 
State. They want the right to be treat-
ed with the respect of colleagues all 
across the country. In the last several 
years, specifically after 9/11, we have 
placed even greater responsibilities on 
police and other public safety officers. 
At a time when State and local budgets 
are tight, these Federal funds have be-
come more important in assisting local 
law enforcement to fulfill their duties 
to protect communities. By passing 
this legislation and guaranteeing the 
basic rights it provides and working to 
deliver the full resources and assist-
ance these officers need to continue 
their exemplary work, we can dem-
onstrate our acknowledgment and ap-
preciation for the work they do every 
day. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona. 
Mr. KYL. Madam President, I ask to 

be notified after 8 minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. KYL. First, I compliment Sen-

ator WARNER and Senator WEBB for 
several weeks ago crafting legislation 
to provide some changes in our GI ben-
efits for educational purposes. I sup-
port an alternative measure which has 
been developed in the weeks since then, 
among other things, because the De-
fense Department, led by Secretary 
Gates, has analyzed the requirements 
that the Defense Department has and 
has suggested a different approach 
than that originally taken by Senators 
WARNER and WEBB. That approach is 
embodied in legislation authored by 
Senator GRAHAM, Senator MCCAIN, 
Senator BURR, and others. It is S. 2938. 
I will describe the key point in a mo-
ment, but I was very disappointed an 
hour or so ago when, after Senator 
GRAHAM had offered this legislation as 
an amendment, it was tabled. Our col-
leagues didn’t want to have a vote on 
it. I would think that at least we could 
have a fair up-or-down vote on the leg-
islation, particularly since it is the ap-
proach that has been recommended by 
Secretary Gates and the Defense De-
partment. I believe it is the approach 
President Bush would prefer. I believe 
it would solve the problem we are try-
ing to solve. 

Everybody knows that next week, 
when the supplemental appropriations 
bill comes before us, the bill that will 
enable us to fund the troops missions 
in Iraq and Afghanistan, the Warner- 
Webb bill will be included as a part of 
that. We will not have an opportunity 
to try to amend it. That was the pur-

pose of the Senator from South Caro-
lina offering the amendment today. We 
have now been foreclosed from voting 
on that. That is not right, especially 
since this is the superior of the two ap-
proaches. 

The key here has to do with the 
original intent of the GI bill and to-
day’s circumstances. After World War 
II, when most of the members of the 
Armed Forces had been drafted, came 
back from the Pacific and European 
theaters, many of them had been draft-
ed right out of high school or perhaps 
they were not even in school. They, ob-
viously, saw the importance of getting 
a college education. A grateful nation 
said: You have been plucked out of 
your family circumstance, maybe out 
of high school. You were not able to at-
tend college, although some were in 
college when they were drafted. We 
want to pay something back to you and 
send you to college, if you would like 
to do that. That was the GI benefit. 

Today the circumstances are much 
different. We don’t have the draft any-
more. We didn’t have millions and mil-
lions of servicemen mustered out of the 
service, ready to go to college. Today 
we have exactly the opposite. We need 
to attract good men and women to 
serve in our forces, and we need to pro-
vide them the kind of benefits that are 
attractive to them in today’s world. 
They are a very different, diverse group 
of people. The kind of educational ben-
efit likewise needs to respond to that 
kind of diversity and circumstance. 
That is the reason this GI bill is being 
modernized and updated. 

The key point Senator GRAHAM will 
make and that Secretary Gates has 
made, as my colleague Senator MCCAIN 
has said, is that instead of a group of 
people who have been mustered out of 
the service, we aren’t trying to get peo-
ple out of the service. Today we are 
trying to retain folks, good people who 
have been educated and trained in the 
military. We want to have as many of 
those men and women stay in the mili-
tary as possible. 

Clearly, recruitment and retention in 
an all-volunteer force is critical to an 
effective military. That is what Sec-
retary Gates was speaking of when he 
said: 

Our first objective is to strengthen the all- 
volunteer force. Accordingly, it is essential 
to permit transferability of unused edu-
cation benefits from servicemembers to fam-
ily. Transferability supports military fami-
lies, thereby enhancing retention. 

That is the key difference between 
these two approaches. I would hope 
that my colleagues who originally 
wanted to support an approach that 
Senators WARNER and WEBB wrote 
would recognize that there has been an 
improvement to that in the legislation 
Senators GRAHAM, BURR, and MCCAIN 
have offered and would support that al-
ternative which provides for transfer-
ability. 

There are a couple of other dif-
ferences. I wish to briefly highlight 
them. The fact that the Warner-Webb 
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bill costs more certainly should not be 
necessarily an argument against it, but 
it certainly should not be an argument 
for the legislation either. If we can de-
liver the same services in a more effi-
cient way, that is good, not bad. As to 
that point, one of the other differences 
between the legislation of Senator 
GRAHAM and the previously introduced 
bill is that this recognizes everyone in 
a fair way, providing the same benefit. 
It doesn’t discriminate against people 
who attend a less-expensive, State- 
sponsored school in favor of one who 
attends a more expensive private 
school, for example. You have the same 
kind of benefit. It is an adequate ben-
efit because of the increases provided 
for in the bill. 

The bottom line, the reason I strong-
ly support the legislation introduced 
by my colleagues from South Carolina 
and from Arizona is because it responds 
to today’s circumstances, the all-vol-
unteer force, where we are trying to 
keep more people in the military as op-
posed to the other approach, which is 
an extension of the old GI bill which 
was provided for people who were leav-
ing the military. That is the key dif-
ference and the reason why I urge my 
colleagues to support the approach 
Senator GRAHAM is providing. I hope, 
even though we have had this legisla-
tion now tabled, that we will have an 
opportunity to actually vote on it in 
the future. I encourage my colleagues 
to support us in providing an oppor-
tunity to vote on the legislation. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 

KLOBUCHAR). The Senator from South 
Carolina. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Can the Chair let me 
know when I have 2 minutes remain-
ing? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. How 
much time does the Senator request? 

Mr. GRAHAM. Fifteen minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 

14 minutes remaining. The Senator will 
be advised when there is 12 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Let’s talk about the 
policy and then the politics. Every-
thing seems to be in the case of poli-
tics. Most Members of the body would 
like to pass some legislation this year 
that would improve GI benefits for 
those who serve and leave and for those 
who continue to serve. Putting this 
bill, the Webb bill, on the supplemental 
emergency funding for the war, a man-
datory entitlement program put on a 
supplemental emergency spending bill 
for the war is not the way to go. Hav-
ing a supplemental involving spending 
for the war that can’t be amended is 
not the way to go. Putting the bill on 
the firefighter-police officer legislation 
is not the way to go, but it is the only 
way I had to go. I have sat down with 
Senator WEBB and his staff. I hope we 
can find common ground. I have never 
doubted the desire of Senators WEBB or 
WARNER to increase the benefit. Sen-
ator WEBB’s service to the country has 
been extraordinary in combat, as Sec-

retary of the Navy, as has Senator 
WARNER’s. Obviously, they have a de-
sire and some expertise in this area to 
upgrade basic GI benefits. I share that 
desire and hope this body can do some-
thing necessary. 

But as Senator KYL said, quite frank-
ly, I don’t agree with their approach. 
The need is there, but the first thing 
all of us in this body should do is not 
compound a problem our current forces 
have, and that is retention. In the 
name of trying to help recruit people 
to the military, you don’t create a ben-
efit that the Congressional Budget Of-
fice and the Pentagon say will hurt re-
tention. It makes perfect sense to me 
that the approach of Senators WEBB 
and WARNER will hurt retention. It is 
$50-something billion of new spending, 
and it is all geared to the people who 
leave the military after 3 years. As 
Senator KYL indicated, this is a dif-
ferent war. Unless we start drafting 
people, which nobody appears to want, 
including me, we need to let those who 
serve and continue to serve know how 
much we appreciate what they are 
doing and give them incentives to stay 
around because every person who will 
stay in the military to make it a ca-
reer is a godsend to this country be-
cause we are being defended by volun-
teers. 

So how about this idea? Increase the 
basic benefit, as Senators WARNER and 
WEBB have proposed but do it in a way 
that makes the most sense for the en-
tire force. The current amount of 
money available to someone who 
leaves the military after 3 years of 
service to go to college is $1,100 a 
month. That used to be the average 
cost of a State college tuition, includ-
ing room and board. It is now up to 
$1,500 a month as an average cost. What 
we have done in our approach is raise 
the benefit to $1,500, which is the aver-
age cost of a State college, room and 
board. To me, that is a worthy goal for 
the Nation to pursue. 

Senators WEBB and WARNER have a 
new formula, a new way of delivering 
benefits that misses the mark. Instead 
of paying every GI who leaves the serv-
ice $1,500 a month, and under our bill 
$1,000 a year for books and fees, what 
Senator WEBB proposes is that you 
would look at the school, the highest 
State school, the highest State institu-
tion in terms of tuition in each State, 
and the GI would receive the amount of 
money that would pay for that school. 
So in Michigan, the most expensive 
State school is $13,000. In South Caro-
lina, it is $5,000 or $6,000. So based on 
where you live, you could have a dis-
parity in how much benefits come to 
the veteran. I don’t think that is the 
way to go. 

What we have tried to do is make the 
benefit that exists today reflect the re-
ality of today for those who leave. 

If somebody wants to go to Harvard 
or Yale, what we do under the bill is we 
tell the institution, if you will forgive 
25 percent of the difference between 
what the Government pays and the tui-

tion, we will put an extra thousand on 
the table. If you will forgive 50 percent 
of the indebtedness, we will put more 
money on the table. If you will forgive 
the entire indebtedness, I think we 
would go up to like $3,000, maybe $3,500 
a month. That way the institution can 
get over $40,000, and the veteran can go 
to that school without any debt. So we 
have a program in the bill to try to get 
institutions on the higher end, private 
schools, to work with veterans to get 
them through their institutions and 
put more money on the table. 

But the big point I am trying to 
make is, under our approach, we have a 
component not found in the Webb bill 
that the country needs. Right now the 
GI benefits that are earned after 3 
years of service under the Webb ap-
proach, $55 billion is spent on that pop-
ulation, not one penny of additional in-
centive to stay around. Do you know 
what America needs? We need to take 
care of those who serve and leave be-
cause they have done the country a 
great service. But as a nation, we need 
to desperately try to retain people who 
are willing to serve longer. So what do 
we do? Senator BURR and myself, Sen-
ator MCCAIN, we have listened to the 
troops. What do the troops want? What 
do those in uniform want from the GI 
benefit reform? They would like to 
transfer their benefits to their spouse 
or their children. 

Under our approach, if you stay 6 
years, that $1,500-a-month benefit, that 
$1,000-a-year payment for books and 
fees, 50 percent of it can be transferred 
to a spouse or child. That would revo-
lutionize the way this benefit package 
is being used today. Fifty percent of 
the people eligible for GI benefits in to-
day’s world never use them. If you 
could transfer those benefits, it would 
be a higher utilization, and the benefit 
would be to the family members of the 
military member, the ones they love 
and care about the most. If you will 
stay in 12 years, at the 12-year point 
under our bill, the benefit goes from 
$1,500 a month to $2,000 a month, and 
you can transfer all of it. 

Now, what does that mean? That 
means if you will continue to serve our 
country, at the 12-year point you do 
not have to worry about your kids’ 
ability to go to college anymore. What 
does that mean? That means your re-
tirement pay has more value. A lot of 
people are getting out of the military 
at the 8- and 10-year point because they 
have a couple kids and they wonder: 
Can I send them to college on a mili-
tary salary? Wouldn’t it be wonderful 
to check that block and say: You can 
stay in the military, get your 20 years, 
get your retirement, and also have a 
benefit to pay for your kids’ college 
that will not come out of your retired 
pay? This will revolutionize retention. 

The CBO says for every $10,000 of edu-
cational benefit increase, you lose a 
percent in retention. Under the Webb 
approach, we would lose 8 to 9 percent 
a year in retention, at a time we need 
to retain more. 
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Under our approach, not only are we 

going to give more money to those who 
serve and leave—a very generous ben-
efit—we are also going to put money on 
the table for the first time in the his-
tory of the GI program to reward those 
who stay. Most people who serve 20 
years are going to come out with a col-
lege degree they earned in the military 
without ever using their benefits. The 
ability to transfer the benefit to a fam-
ily member is enormous. Again, it will 
allow the retired pay—of those who go 
to 20 years—to have much more bang 
for the buck. They will have their col-
lege paid for. 

When I talk to people in the Guard 
and Reserve and Active Forces, they 
tell me they would love to have the 
ability to transfer their GI benefits 
once they get their degree to a spouse 
or a child. 

It would help retention. It would help 
families. It is, in my opinion, the best 
bang for the taxpayer buck. 

Now, where are we going to go? Here 
is what is going to happen. 

Madam President, how much time is 
left? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3 minutes more before his 2- 
minute warning. The Senator has 5 
minutes. 

Mr. GRAHAM. Madam President, 
thank you. 

We have a choice to make as a body. 
We can find some middle ground and 
pass a bill that 100 people would vote 
for or we can put the Webb amendment 
on the supplemental in its current 
form without any changes, table my 
bill, and say: Go off in the corner and 
be quiet. Well, that ‘‘ain’t’’ going to 
happen. I am not going to be quiet. I 
am going to urge the President to veto 
the Webb bill in its current form be-
cause no matter how well-intended it 
is, it will hurt retention. It will hurt 
retention at a time, as a nation, when 
we need to enhance retention. 

I have a different approach, and I 
think it makes sense. But I am willing 
to meet people in the middle. I am not 
going to be put in a box of having to 
vote no and be accused of not caring. 
Well, I have another approach. I think 
it serves the country well. I am willing 
to meet in the middle. I hope we can 
find some middle ground. At the end of 
the day, helping veterans and reward-
ing those who serve is a shared value— 
not a Democratic value. It is a shared 
value by all Americans: Republicans, 
Independents, and Democrats. 

Two things are important to the 
American people at a time of national 
crisis, at a time of a two-front war. 
Let’s come together and help those 
who are willing to put on the uniform. 
Count me in for increasing the benefits 
for those who serve 3 years and leave. 
You have done your country a great 
service. I want to make sure you have 
money to go to college, that you are 
well rewarded for your service. 

But work with me to do something 
for those who continue to serve. Re-
ward them. That has never been done 

before in the GI bill. It is time for the 
GI bill to change. It is time to have 
money on the table to reward those 
families and military members who 
stay around and keep going back and 
keep fighting. If you want to help the 
military, the men and women in uni-
form who decide to make this a career, 
allow their benefits to be transferred to 
their loved ones, allow military mem-
bers who serve for 12 years and beyond 
a chance to send their kids to college 
with GI benefits and not have to use 
their retirement. 

So I look forward to this debate. It is 
going to be a chance to do some good 
or it is going to be politics as usual. 
Well, that is a decision we are all going 
to have to make. I hope we can do the 
country some good. To me, the best 
thing we can do for the country and for 
those men and women who serve—and 
continue to serve—is to do something 
new, something long overdue and new; 
that is, to allow them to transfer their 
benefits to their family members. That 
will help retention. It will reward those 
families who sacrifice alongside the 
servicemember. I have talked with 
enough family members to know how 
much this would change and help im-
prove family life in the military. 

With that, Madam President, I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Carolina is recognized. 

Mr. BURR. Madam President, I 
thank the Presiding Officer and I 
thank my colleague, Senator GRAHAM, 
and I really do thank my colleagues 
from both sides of the aisle who have 
come to the floor and talked about the 
GI bill and the fact that we were asleep 
for a number of years from the stand-
point of making changes in the law 
that reflect the cost of education. 

But what I want my colleagues to un-
derstand and the public to understand 
is that the Department of Defense used 
what we call education kickers to pro-
vide retention tools for our Active- 
Duty troops. Throughout this whole pe-
riod, as they saw promising service 
men and women and they wanted them 
to stay in the military, they used what 
we call education kickers. They upped 
the amount of their education benefit 
if they would re-up for a period of 
time—3 years, 5 years, 6 years. 

So to say that $1,100 was the ceiling, 
that is not accurate. The fact is, we 
have reached a point in time when we 
need to change the number in the law, 
what the base amount is that is the 
promise this country is making to our 
service men and women when they 
serve. I think it is appropriate, given 
we have gone through a decade—and I 
am sure most Americans would not 
find this hard to believe—where the 
highest area of inflation in America 
over the last 10 years has not been 
health care. It has been higher edu-
cation. For any parent who is going 
through higher education with a child 
today, they know exactly what that 
means—that it costs a whole lot to go 
there. 

Senator WEBB deserves a lot of credit 
because for 18 months he has talked 
about changing our financial level of 
commitment. I have to say that has 
been healthy for the men and women 
who are serving. It has been healthy 
for this Senate to begin the debate on 
it. I do not want anybody to leave this 
debate and feel we are not both headed 
in the same direction. It is just that I 
have some fundamental disagreements 
with the way he structured it. 

I believe there is a way to fulfill the 
promise, that if you serve, then we are 
going to commit to you, we are going 
to provide you with a quality edu-
cation. When my dad came back from 
the Second World War, he had most of 
his education paid for before he left, 
but this is not something he went out 
and shopped. This is not something 
where he said: Gee, there is a benefit. 
Let me find the most expensive place I 
can go, and let me exercise it there. He 
focused on what he wanted to be and 
where the tools were that were avail-
able to him. 

Sometimes we have to stop for a 
minute and reflect: What are the unin-
tended consequences of what we do in 
this body? Well, one thing with the 
Webb bill is we disregard the fact that 
part of higher education comes out of 
the Department of Education today. It 
is called Pell grants. For those service 
men and women who qualify for them, 
that goes toward their education. The 
way this bill is written, we pay for 
their education, and the Pell grant, if 
they qualify—which most would—is 
then available for them after their edu-
cation to pocket as cash. I am not sure 
that is the promise we made. I am not 
sure it is the promise the American 
people are committed to fulfill. I am 
not sure it is what our service men and 
women expect. They want an edu-
cation. 

What we have done is we have struc-
tured an alternative, the Grahamm- 
Burr-McCain bill, that provides exactly 
that. It is targeted at the average of 
the cost of public education in Amer-
ica. Now, fundamentally, I do not be-
lieve a student who picks an art and 
design school in the State of Michigan 
should be entitled to $13,000 for that 
school. Yet if he chooses the University 
of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, then 
he is only going to get $5,300. 

Why is there a discrepancy in those 
two schools? Because States subsidize 
higher education at a different level 
because it is a State decision. It is 
State money that is used to subsidize 
higher education. In North Carolina, 
we choose to subsidize higher edu-
cation to the tune of 70 percent. We do 
not expect every State to choose to 
subsidize it at that level. 

But by the same token, why would 
we create a program that disenfran-
chises North Carolina, that says to 
North Carolina: Oh, boy, you are going 
to be cheated because you subsidize 
higher education so that more of your 
kids can have an affordable option. And 
because now the Federal Government 
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would have paid everything, you are 
going to lose money because you sub-
sidize higher education. Unintended 
consequence: We are going to chase 
States out of the business of sub-
sidizing higher education. 

What is the net effect? Every kid in 
America who does not serve 3 years Ac-
tive Duty, cumulative, is going to pay 
more because States are not going to 
subsidize. I am not sure that is what we 
are after. I surely do not suggest that 
is the intent of Senator WEBB’s legisla-
tion. It is what will happen if, in fact, 
we pass the legislation. 

So Senator GRAHAM and I and Sen-
ator MCCAIN looked for: How do we 
take the existing system—not create a 
new one; this is not a wheel that is bro-
ken; it works, but let’s fund it at to-
day’s funding needs. 

Now, Senator GRAHAM covered a lot 
of things that are in the bill. For an 
Active-Duty servicemember who serves 
3 years Active Duty, we are going to 
provide $1,500 in living expense and tui-
tion every month as a benefit. We are 
going to provide $1,000 for books and 
fees a year. For that individual who 
stays in the military over 6 years, 50 
percent of the education benefit they 
accrue is transferable to a family mem-
ber: a spouse or child. If a servicemem-
ber chooses to serve for 12 years or 
more, 100 percent of their GI education 
benefit is now transferable to a spouse 
or a child. 

I think it is safe to say that for most 
who make a career out of the military, 
they have numerous opportunities to 
enhance their academic achievements 
on Active Duty. So the likelihood is a 
20-year veteran of our services prob-
ably has all the education they need, 
and they have a huge education ben-
efit. I cannot think of a better reward 
to people who have served their coun-
try than to say: Let’s make this ben-
efit available so you can educate your 
children. Let them choose the States 
that highly subsidize so they get more 
bang for their buck. 

Senator GRAHAM covered the fact 
that we put the responsibility for pri-
vate schools to fill the gap on the pri-
vate schools. We say to an institution: 
Do you know what. You are willing to 
retire debt for low-income Americans 
today. Well, let’s see what type of com-
mitment you are going to make for 
veterans, people who are part of the GI 
program. 

Senator WEBB’s bill says to the 
school, Harvard, Yale, Duke, schools 
that have $35,000 tuitions: Do you know 
what. We are only paying $5,000 in 
North Carolina, so, Duke, if you get 
one of these, that $20,000-some dif-
ference—$25,000, $30,000 difference—for 
every dollar you put in, the Federal 
Government is going to put in. 

What I say, in the legislation, to 
Duke is: All right. We are putting 
$14,400 in the pot for that GI. The dif-
ference is indebtedness at the end of 
his career. If you are willing to retire 
25 percent of it, then we are going to 
put an extra $1,000 in the pot. If you are 

willing to retire 50 percent, we are put-
ting $2,000 in the pot. If you are willing 
to retire 100 percent of the debt, we are 
going to put more money into the pot. 
We are not going dollar for dollar be-
cause I do not think that is our respon-
sibility. There has to be a side of the 
academic institutions that is willing to 
also recognize the service of our men 
and women in uniform. 

We were denied the opportunity to 
have a vote on a piece of legislation 
earlier today. It is a rule of the Senate 
that you can offer a motion to table an 
amendment. What does tabling an 
amendment mean? It means we were 
denied the opportunity to vote on a 
real education package for our service 
men and women. 

What is the reason somebody would 
do that? Well, fear that we were going 
to win. Fear that enough Members 
would look at it and vote for it on the 
merits of the legislation, that we would 
win. What is the likelihood we are 
going to have an opportunity to offer 
our amendment? Probably none. Be-
cause the Webb amendment is going to 
be masked in an emergency supple-
mental that is going to be made up of 
war funding, funding that most Mem-
bers—this one has no idea what other 
earmarked programs Members of the 
Senate are going to stick in it or the 
House of Representatives. 

I would say to my colleagues, we 
ought to vote against the entire pack-
age, except for war funding. We ought 
to come to the floor. We ought to have 
a side by side: the Webb bill, the 
Graham bill. We ought to debate it on 
the merits, but we ought to take into 
account the needs of our military. To 
ignore retention, to ignore the tools 
the military needs to make sure our 
Nation is secure and strong, is abso-
lutely ignorant. Now, it may be before 
it is over we are able to influence the 
authors of the other legislation to put 
transferability in theirs. But I have to 
say to my colleagues that the struc-
ture is fundamentally flawed. 

I am the ranking member of the Vet-
erans Affairs’ Committee. Currently, 
the GI bill is administered partly out 
of DOD, partly out of the Department 
of Education, partly out of the Vet-
erans’ Administration. We have a Vet-
erans’ Administration today that is 
challenged to process the amount of 
disability claims, the appeals to dis-
ability claims, the appeals to medical 
services that are delivered. Now we are 
saying let’s create a big new program 
and let’s dump it in the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration and let’s ask them to run 
it. How incredibly insensitive to the 
work that is currently going on but 
how insensitive to the needs of our vet-
erans who are injured—those who come 
back from Iraq and Afghanistan, those 
who transition out of Active Duty to 
veteran status who need a Veterans’ 
Administration that is 100 percent fo-
cused on the delivery of health care, 
the processing of disability claims, and 
making sure every veteran is matched 
with a check that they need for their 
livelihood. 

Now we are going to say: But we 
want you to now run education. We 
want to take the Department of Edu-
cation out of it. We want to take DOD 
out of it. We want the Veterans’ Ad-
ministration to be responsible. 

Millions and millions, hundreds of 
millions of dollars is going to be need-
ed to administer this program, hun-
dreds of millions of dollars. Forget the 
fact that to write the regulations out 
of a new agency is probably going to 
take well over a year. That is why the 
Webb bill is not proposed to start for 
some time after this body passes it. 

I am sure we are going to have ample 
time to talk about the education ben-
efit for our military members. I am not 
sure we are going to have an oppor-
tunity to have a choice. I am convinced 
people asked me to come here and 
serve to represent North Carolina to 
make sure we have a choice, and that 
it wasn’t a choice between something 
and nothing, but that it was a choice 
between something and something. 
Every Member of the Senate—100 Mem-
bers—should have the opportunity to 
come to this floor and to offer what 
they think is the solution to a prob-
lem. Not on this. We tried to do it be-
cause we didn’t think we would get an 
opportunity, and instead of getting an 
up-or-down vote on a very important 
piece of legislation that provides and 
extends and revamps the GI education 
benefit for our military, it was decided 
that we were all going to have the op-
portunity to table consideration. I am 
not sure that is why we were all elect-
ed to be here. I think to some degree it 
shows what is worse about the institu-
tion that we are not willing to tackle. 

This is the institution of great de-
bate, and when we have big issues, we 
run from the debate, hoping that the 
American people aren’t looking, hoping 
that nobody will read about what we 
have done, that nobody will see the 
missed opportunity. I will tell my col-
leagues, our service men and women 
aren’t going to miss this one. It is not 
going to be over with a simple tabling 
vote. This is something that will con-
tinue to educate the American people 
and, more importantly, the men and 
women who put on a uniform and never 
ask why but go exactly where our Com-
mander in Chief asks them to go. 

I urge my colleagues to pay very spe-
cial attention as we go through the de-
bate on this legislation. Ask yourself 
not only is it right, ask yourself are 
the consequences of what we do the 
consequences that we would want to 
have happen. If there are unintended 
consequences to this, the general pub-
lic of young people who are looking at 
higher education as an absolute neces-
sity of their livelihood in the future 
are disenfranchised in some way by 
this. If servicemembers aren’t allowed 
to extend an education benefit to their 
children or to their spouse, and it just 
goes away, have we really done our 
job? I think the answer is going to be 
no. 

So I encourage the leadership in the 
majority to give us an opportunity to 
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have a fair up-or-down vote. Give us 
the opportunity to compare two pieces 
of legislation. Nobody should be scared 
to do that. Let America decide based 
upon their representatives in the Sen-
ate which one better fulfills the prom-
ise we have made to the men and 
women who serve but, more impor-
tantly, what upholds the structure of 
higher education in this country and 
doesn’t disenfranchise or disadvantage 
any student now or in the future. 

I am convinced we can only achieve 
that if we recognize a benefit that is 
uniform and equal across the board, 
not one that is determined by where 
you choose to go to school, not a ben-
efit that is determined by where you 
choose to live, but a benefit that ful-
fills every promise that we are going to 
provide an education and put some de-
gree of individual responsibility on how 
that is exercised. I am convinced that 
for those who may choose a community 
college versus a 4-year university, the 
savings they have should be savings 
they extend to their children and to 
their spouse. 

That would not happen under the 
current Webb bill; it will just go away. 
They will miss out on that oppor-
tunity. They will never know that un-
less we are willing to have a debate on 
this floor. They are never going to 
know it unless we are provided the op-
portunity to present them with a 
choice between something and some-
thing versus something and nothing. 

I thank the Chair for the time ex-
tended to me. 

At this time I yield the floor and sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
PRYOR). Without objection, it is so or-
dered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may speak in 
morning business for up to 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. President, the 
question of updating GI bill education 
benefits for our veterans and service 
personnel is something that we need to 
do. I think all of us agree on that. I 
have to say that how we do it, however, 
is very important. 

The Webb-Warner bill, as written, 
fails in some very important ways, 
ways that make it poor legislation. We 
need to be honest about that. 

I believe the bill offered by Senators 
MCCAIN, BURR, and GRAHAM is much 
better legislation. Frankly, I thank 
Senator MCCAIN for having the gump-
tion to stand up and see the problems 
with this legislation. He said he knew 
it was important and he was willing to 
take some political heat here to try to 
do the right thing. 

Let me read you what the Congres-
sional Budget Office has said about this 
legislation. 

This is what they say about reten-
tion. We heard that in remarks from 
some Senators earlier, but retention 
deals with how many people re-up and 
decide after their initial tour of duty is 
up to make a longer—a new commit-
ment to stay in the military for a 
longer period or even make it a career. 
We are in a career military, and I could 
not be more proud of them. They are 
performing so exceptionally well. No 
person who has been around the mili-
tary for a few years would ever want to 
go back to the system we had before. 
This one is working surprisingly well, 
beyond our expectations. And even in 
this war where if you reenlist you are 
likely to be sent abroad, retention con-
tinues to be very high. 

What will this bill do? According to 
the Congressional Budget Office, S. 22, 
as amended, would, in effect, result in 
‘‘a 16-percent decline in the reenlist-
ment rate.’’ I am telling you, those of 
us who have been watching the reen-
listment rate as members of the Armed 
Services Committee—and I have been 
on that committee since I have been in 
the Senate, and I know the Presiding 
Officer, Senator PRYOR, is on that com-
mittee and knows these issues—reen-
listment is critical. This Webb amend-
ment has the perverse effect of paying 
people to leave the military. We should 
not do that. We should create incen-
tives as the Burr-McCain-Graham bill 
does. It encourages people to stay in 
and gives even more rewards if they 
stay in and their family more rewards 
if they stay in. That is the right thing 
for us to do. I wanted to mention that 
point. 

I am also troubled by how the money 
is allocated. We have done a calcula-
tion. The way it is set up under the 
Webb amendment, if a person were to 
take advantage of this GI bill benefit 
under his provision, a University of 
Alabama student could receive $13,569 
per year and a student at Auburn Uni-
versity would receive $13,355 a year, 
but a student at the University of 
Michigan would receive $22,413. That is 
an $8,000 difference. That is a lot. Is 
this what we want to do? I don’t know 
what they would give somebody who is 
an Arkansas Razorback. They would 
probably give them less than that. No, 
that is a great university. I don’t see 
any need for me to be supportive of a 
bill that is going to discriminate that 
much between State universities. In 
fact, if the McCain legislation were to 
pass, students at Alabama and Auburn 
would receive an additional $400 and 
$500 under his bill. It would be more 
generous to students in my State under 
the McCain bill. 

I say to my colleagues, I think Sen-
ator WEBB and others who supported 
this legislation are on the right track. 
It is time for us to improve the GI bill 
benefits for our soldiers and their fami-
lies. We can do that. We ought to put 
some money in it. I understand our 
budget is tight, but I am prepared to 
vote some resources to improve this 
idea. But I do not believe we should 

ever consider—please understand—ever 
consider setting a policy that would es-
sentially encourage and pay people 
through subsidies to leave the mili-
tary. We ought to create educational 
benefit programs that affirm them, af-
firm their families, as they make the 
military a career. That is what our 
current involvement is. 

Before I yield the floor, I will say 
that is why I have chosen to not sup-
port the Webb approach and have cho-
sen to support the McCain approach. I 
think it is preferable. 

I yield the floor. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have 
tried very hard. I was here a few hours 
ago when the Senate opened, congratu-
lating the Senate for moving forward 
on a very important bill for firefighters 
and police. I guess my expectations 
were far too high. I thought we were 
going to legislate and finish this bill. It 
is a bill that is so important. 

I had the opportunity after the log 
had been thrown in the road to speak 
with the head of the firefighters union. 
I don’t run from organized labor. I 
think it is important that we recognize 
the good they do in the country, and no 
one can dispute the work that fire-
fighters do. I talked with Mr. 
Schneeberger and told him I don’t 
know if we can do this bill; it appears 
Republicans don’t want to do it. They 
have offered a mini GI bill of rights. Of 
course, we have been delayed. That is 
very unfortunate. 

I hope Senator KENNEDY and Senator 
ENZI can work something out to com-
plete the bill in a very short period of 
time. We have done about the best we 
can. 

I spoke with Senator ENZI last 
night—I don’t know what time it was— 
4:30, 5 o’clock. I asked if he wanted 
votes last night. He said no because he 
didn’t get the work done in committee 
that he wanted and he had some work 
to get done on this bill. I accepted 
that. I said fine. 

I was hoping we would do more 
today. We tried to get a vote on an 
amendment and could not get agree-
ment to get a vote on an amendment. 
So at this stage, we are going to see if 
we can invoke cloture on this bill. If it 
doesn’t work, it is just another bill the 
Republicans brought down. 

Mr. President, I said this morning, is 
it any wonder that three special elec-
tions held for House seats have gone to 
Democrats in districts where no one 
expected a Democrat to win? The rea-
son is because the American people are 
seeing what is going on here. They see 
what is going on at 16th and Pennsyl-
vania Avenue, and it is down here now 
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where we cannot do anything, nothing. 
Mr. President, 71 or 72 filibusters. I 
don’t know how many we are at. We 
are moving up the road. Is it any won-
der that a poll came out yesterday in 
the Washington Post saying that the 
American people believe Democrats in 
Congress are 21 percent better able to 
handle the problems of this country 
than Republicans? It is no wonder. 

In spite of that, in spite of 7 years 
and almost 5 months for President 
Bush, I still would like to work for the 
next 7 months with him to try to get 
things done. I would hope he would 
pick up the phone sometime and call 
down here and maybe help us get Fed-
eral aviation reauthorization done, just 
as an example. That is fresh in my 
mind because that was legislatively 
killed last week. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
I send a cloture motion to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-

ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the Gregg-Ken-
nedy substitute amendment No. 4751 to H.R. 
980, the Public Safety Employer-Employee 
Cooperation Act. 

Harry Reid, Edward M. Kennedy, Charles 
E. Schumer, Joseph R. Biden, Jr., 
Sherrod Brown, Robert Menendez, John 
D. Rockefeller IV, Benjamin L. Cardin, 
Robert P. Casey, Jr., Thomas R. Car-
per, Sheldon Whitehouse, Barbara A. 
Mikulski, Blanche L. Lincoln, Amy 
Klobuchar, Christopher J. Dodd, Tom 
Harkin, Richard Durbin. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I send an-

other cloture motion to the desk. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-

ture motion having been presented 
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the 
clerk to read the motion. 

The bill clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on H.R. 980, the 
Public Safety Employer-Employee Coopera-
tion Act. 

Harry Reid, Edward M. Kennedy, Charles 
E. Schumer, Joseph R. Biden, Jr., 
Sherrod Brown, Robert Menendez, John 
D. Rockefeller, IV, Benjamin L. Cardin, 
Robert P. Casey, Jr., Thomas R. Car-
per, Sheldon Whitehouse, Barbara A. 
Mikulski, Blanche L. Lincoln, Amy 
Klobuchar, Christopher J. Dodd, Tom 
Harkin, Richard Durbin. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I am here 
today to speak in support of the Public 
Safety Employer-Employee Coopera-
tion Act of 2007, for which I am a proud 
cosponsor. While the vast majority of 
private and public employees enjoy the 
right to bargain collectively, thou-
sands of our public safety employees 
across the country are denied this 
basic American right. If enacted, this 
bill would provide our public safety 

workers with the right to negotiate for 
the level of pay and benefits they de-
serve. 

Every day, we rely on the service of 
these men and women, who risk their 
lives to provide safety and protection 
to our communities. Yet many States 
and local governments deny these 
workers the right to organize. It is not 
fair, and it should not be tolerated. 

Those who oppose providing public 
safety employees these fundamental 
rights claim that the legislation will 
interfere with existing State and local 
laws that govern collective bargaining. 
This is simply false. The legislation en-
sures that existing collective bar-
gaining units and agreements that 
have already been issued, approved, or 
ratified at the State or local level 
would be maintained. Additionally, 
this legislation prohibits strikes and 
work slowdowns by public safety offi-
cers and labor unions, as well as 
lockouts by public safety employers, 
ensuring that the safety of the public 
will not be compromised as a result of 
a work stoppage. 

This legislation enjoys broad bipar-
tisan support. Introduced by Senators 
KENNEDY and GREGG, there are 34 co-
sponsors, including 11 Republicans. The 
House version of the bill passed by a 
vote of 314 to 97, supported by a major-
ity in both parties. 

It took a national tragedy in the 
form of the terrorist attacks of 9/11 to 
remind us all of the critical role public 
safety officers play in our lives. Hun-
dreds gave their lives that day, and 
hundreds more give their life in service 
each year, to ensure our safety and to 
protect us from danger. It is inexcus-
able that workers so dedicated to keep-
ing America safe should be denied the 
basic and fundamental right to orga-
nize. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation and to stop denying our 
firefighters, our police, and all of our 
first responders the right to organize. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREEMENT—H.R. 2419 
Mr. REID. Mr. President, I want to 

shift gears now and express my appre-
ciation to lots of different people. 

I mentioned briefly this morning my 
congratulations to Senator HARKIN, 
Senator CHAMBLISS, Senator BAUCUS, 
and Senator GRASSLEY, but there are 
other team members who worked so 
hard to get this most important bill 
done, the most important bill being the 
farm bill. 

We only do a farm bill every 5 years. 
There are some who say it took us 5 
years to get this bill done. That is real-
ly not the case, but we worked on it for 
a long time, worked very hard. 

I mentioned in my caucus yesterday 
that this was an example of how we 
should legislate because we had con-
ferences. We have been kind of getting 
out of the habit of having a public con-
ference where Democrats and Repub-
licans are appointed and sit down and 
try to work out the differences on a 

bill. That is what they did here. I think 
it was exemplary legislative work. 

Was there any side that was more 
right than the other side? No. But they 
worked together to come up with a fine 
piece of legislation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent the Senate now proceed to the 
conference report to accompany H.R. 
2419, the farm bill, and during today’s 
session there be 5 hours of debate—re-
member, this farm bill deals with food, 
it deals with energy, and it deals with 
security—with the time equally divided 
and controlled between the leaders or 
their designees; and when the Senate 
resumes the conference report tomor-
row there be an additional 90 minutes 
of debate divided in the same manner; 
further, that if any motions to waive 
are made in response to points of order, 
then these votes occur in the order in 
which they were made prior to the vote 
on adoption of the conference report on 
Thursday; that on Thursday, upon the 
yielding back of time, the Senate pro-
ceed to vote on adoption of the con-
ference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. ENZI. Reserving the right to ob-
ject, until I get 5 minutes to rebut a 
little bit of what the leader said about 
the collective bargaining bill. I do not 
need much time, but I was cut out of 
the process earlier today and I deserve 
the opportunity. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, my friend 
can have all the time he wants—10 
minutes? 

Mr. ENZI. Ten will be plenty. I appre-
ciate it. 

Mr. REID. How about doing this 
then? We will go ahead and have this 
approved, and you do 10 minutes or 
however much time you want? 

Mr. ENZI. That would be part of the 
unanimous consent? Do I understand 
that under the unanimous consent I 
would get my 10 minutes before the 
farm bill. 

Mr. REID. You would get it as soon 
as the consent is granted—right now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, before my 
friend starts, I have said publicly, I 
have told him privately—we do not 
have a Senator, Democrat or Repub-
lican, who is easier to get along with 
and who is a better legislator than 
MIKE ENZI. He is a very fine man, and 
I am sorry he was cut off. 

There will also be no more votes 
today as a result of this unanimous- 
consent agreement. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, I appreciate 
the leader’s kind remarks. I have been 
diligently working on the collective 
bargaining bill. It is an important part 
of the process to get the full debate 
out. We are being precluded from that 
process now. 

We have had three amendments 
brought up. None of those were mine. I 
have five amendments that I would 
like to have debated that address what 
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I see as serious flaws in the bill, but I 
am being precluded from even bringing 
up one of those. I was given the offer, 
take it or leave it, that there could be 
two Republican amendments, period, 
and I could decide from among my own 
and others which would be the two. 

As I pointed out at the very begin-
ning of this bill, this bill is flawed. It 
did not go to committee. This happens 
every time a bill does not go to com-
mittee. We have a process with bills be-
fore the committee where people can 
sit down and look at amendments and 
revise the amendments until there is 
agreement between the two sides. That 
is the only reason that a committee 
such as Health, Education, Labor and 
Pensions can get bills done. 

We often take a look at all of the 
amendments when they are in com-
mittee and decide that we will work on 
those before they go to the floor. Oth-
erwise, as contentious a committee as 
we have, which handles the volume of 
work it does, we would get nothing 
done. But we get a lot done. In fact, 
last week when we were at the signing 
with the President of one of the bills 
we passed, the President said: You 
know, you are the only committee 
sending us any bills. It is because we go 
through the whole process. 

Usually Senator KENNEDY and I sit 
down, we list our principles, we agree 
on the principles, we plug in some de-
tails, and then we talk with the stake-
holders. That is everybody with an in-
terest in it. Usually at that point there 
is someone who says: No, we have one 
provision we have worked on for 12 
years, and we never have gotten that 
provision. And until we get that provi-
sion, we don’t care about the rest of 
the bill. Whoever’s constituent it is, 
Senator KENNEDY or I, we take the lead 
on it and say: You know, you have been 
asking for it for 12 years and you got 
nothing. How would you like to get the 
other 80 percent that you also claim 
you like? That is the way we do bills. 
It is working to get common ground, 
which is a third way. 

There are so many issues around here 
that have been polarized, so the second 
they come up people jump into the 
weeds. They talk about a little glitch 
here or there that irritated people in 
the past and that gets us nowhere. So 
we have been able to elevate that to 
coming up with a third way to achieve 
the same thing, the same principles we 
agreed on. 

This bill didn’t go through any of 
that process. We just slammed right 
over here to the floor of the Senate and 
then they are surprised at the result, 
that we want to do a few amendments. 
I saw the House bill, and then I saw the 
negotiations with some of the Senate 
people from our side on some amend-
ments that they thought were critical. 
A lot of those didn’t get in at all, even 
though I think a few of them thought 
they were in there. They are not in 
there. That is what I am bringing up— 
what were good ideas that ought to be 
contained in this kind of a bill so the 

rhetoric we have had so far actually 
winds up meeting what is in the bill. 

That is our job. It is really supposed 
to come out doing what we said it 
would do. This bill does not do what 
the chairman said it would do. This bill 
doesn’t say what the Republican co-
sponsors said it would do. It could be 
clarified. It is not easy to clarify it 
when we are out on the Senate floor. It 
is difficult to do out here because it is 
more of a take it or leave it. In fact, 
that is what I was offered: take it or 
leave it on getting two amendments. 
What kind of a choice is that? I have 
five germane amendments and many 
other germane amendments have also 
been filed and offered. But, of course, I 
will have to get unanimous consent to 
bring up my amendments later if at all. 
Unanimous consent is not the easiest 
thing to get around here, particularly 
when it starts getting into this little 
friction area. 

I want to comment on the 71 filibus-
ters. I suspect the two motions that 
were just filed count as two more fili-
busters. What they are is two more at-
tempts to protect the rights of the mi-
nority. We have a right, just as that 
side did when they were in the minor-
ity, to bring up amendments. They pro-
tected their right, and we are pro-
tecting our right. 

You heard one of the cosponsors of 
the collective bargaining bill make 
those same comments earlier today 
when the big discussion happened on 
the amendment that was put on the 
other side of the tree. He voted not to 
table that because he respects the 
rights of the minority. That is what 
has always had to happen around here. 

I have to tell you, on filibusters, one 
of the reasons we get filibusters is be-
cause there is still a Presidential cam-
paign going on on one side of the aisle, 
and that means two of our Members 
are not here except in unusual cir-
cumstances. So the way it has to hap-
pen is, on Monday when we come in we 
vote on a cloture motion. It is not leg-
islation that necessarily needs a clo-
ture motion because a lot of those have 
been passed 98 to 0, 96 to 0, maybe 95 to 
1. That is nowhere near a filibuster. 
But that allows us—that forces us into 
a situation where, for the next 30 
hours, we debate whether to debate. 
That way, by Wednesday the can-
didates can show up so there is enough 
of a vote to agree to some of the 
amendments that go on there. So part 
of it is a tactical procedure being used 
by the majority, who still has a pri-
mary going on in their Presidential 
race, to assure they will have the votes 
there when the time comes. 

You can see this is 51 to 49, so if two 
people don’t show up on that side, it is 
49 to 49 and that gives the Vice Presi-
dent a chance to vote. So far he has al-
ways voted with me. So that gives the 
minority a win, and I understand that. 

But I do not stand for being blamed 
for all of those cloture motions that 
have been put out here. Some of those 
have been to protect the majority as a 

majority. They need to take credit for 
those instead of blaming us for it. 

This is a kind of do-nothing Con-
gress. If it were not for bills coming 
out of this committee there wouldn’t 
be a lot of bills passing out here, but a 
lot of the failed bills come from skip-
ping the process and coming right to 
the floor, like the immigration bill. 
The way to get things done is take 
them through committee and then we 
don’t need to do as many amendments 
on the Senate floor. 

In fact, if you check back on the bills 
Senator KENNEDY and I worked on, it is 
very unusual for us to have an amend-
ment on the floor. And they usually 
pass unanimously here and in the 
House. That is how they get to the 
President. There is not a conference 
committee involved in it. We have al-
ready preconferenced with the House 
and found out what their potential ob-
jections were with the House and 
worked it out. But not on this bill. On 
this bill what we said—not we said; 
they said—you know, the policemen 
and the firemen are going to be in DC 
for this big memorial event this week. 
We ought to time it so we can really 
put the crush on the Republicans. 

I have to give you congratulations 
for that. It would not be enough just to 
recognize the tremendous sacrifices 
these people make and the difficult 
jobs they have. No, we can make some 
points against the Republicans because 
they may want to make sure Govern-
ment still works when we are done 
with the process. 

There are a lot of people commenting 
that there are some problems with this 
bill. The mayor of New York City— 
that is a State that requires collective 
bargaining—sent us a letter that said: 
Don’t pass this bill. This will affect the 
way that we do business. It is not a 
one-sided thing, but I tell you, when it 
gets one-sided, nothing happens and 
that is kind of the process we are in. 

I am going to be asking people to 
vote with me against the cloture mo-
tion because I have not been able to 
bring up my amendments. I haven’t 
been able to get votes on the other 
side. 

That has an interesting little twist 
to it too. We have four amendments: 
three that are germane—those are the 
three the Republicans put in, which 
means they relate to the bill—and one 
offered by Senator LEAHY that is actu-
ally a reauthorization bill on some 
grant money. It doesn’t relate to this 
bill, but I am willing to have votes on 
all four of them. I am willing to accept 
the Leahy amendment and get it done. 
But there will be objections to that be-
cause he chairs the committee that 
handles judges, and we were promised 
three circuit court judges before Me-
morial Day. As I understand it, tomor-
row morning there is a markup around 
here that does not have a single circuit 
court judge on it, which means that 
deadline cannot be met. 

So, again, protecting minority 
rights, there are some people on the 
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Republican side who are saying if they 
are not going to follow their word, we 
are not going to follow—The Senator 
from Vermont then says: If they are 
not going to take my amendment, then 
I am not going to allow the other three 
to be voted on. That happened earlier 
today. 

There is plenty of blame to go 
around. But to stick it on any one 
party is the wrong thing to do. And to 
proclaim that we really want to have 
this bill done without taking it 
through the regular process is a mis-
nomer—and I need to have my rights— 
and I appreciate this time to speak. 
The majority leader was very kind in 
that. I appreciate the way he let us at 
least work for a day, an interrupted 
day and a partial day at that, before 
the cloture motion went into effect. 

I thank the Chair and yield the floor. 
f 

FOOD CONSERVATION, AND EN-
ERGY ACT OF 2008—CONFERENCE 
REPORT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con-

ference report will be stated. 
The bill clerk read as follows: 
The committee of conference on the dis-

agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2419), to provide for the continuation of agri-
cultural programs for fiscal year 2012, and 
for other purposes, having met, have agreed 
that the House recede from its disagreement 
to the amendment of the Senate and agree to 
the same with an amendment, and the Sen-
ate agree to the same. Signed by a majority 
of the conferees on the part of both Houses. 

The conference report is printed in 
the proceedings of the House in the 
RECORD of May 13, 2008. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. 
CANTWELL). The Senator from Iowa is 
recognized. 

Mr. HARKIN. Madam President, here 
we are, finally after a long year and a 
half. That is how long I have been 
chairman. Of course, my friend and 
ranking member was chairman before 
that, actually started the farm bill 
when he was chairman. So I guess we 
can say after about 2 years we are fi-
nally here with this farm bill on the 
floor for final passage and ready to 
send to the President. 

It has been a long road to get to this 
point. But it has been a road I have had 
good friends to travel with, good col-
leagues to travel with. We have had a 
few bumps along the way, but through 
it all, we have come here on the floor 
of the Senate with a strong, good farm 
bill, and it came from the House today 
with a strong 318 votes. So the House 
has passed a conference report with 318 
votes this afternoon. 

As I said, some people call it a farm 
bill. Here is the title of it: the Food, 
Conservation and Energy Act of 2008. 
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act. 
We do not have ‘‘farm’’ in it. Farm is 
subsumed under food and conservation 
and energy, because all three of those 
apply to our farmers today. So we have 
a bill here, a Food, Conservation, and 
Energy Act, passed with bipartisan 
votes in the House. 

We have a coalition of over 500 farm, 
conservation, nutrition, consumer, and 
religious groups all together sup-
porting this bill. 

This is my seventh farm bill, count-
ing my time in the House of Represent-
atives and my time here in the Senate. 
I have never seen a farm bill in all of 
those years with this much broad sup-
port. As I said, over 500 farm, conserva-
tion, religious groups, antihunger 
groups, consumer groups, all are sup-
porting this bill. 

This is a food bill. Why do I say that? 
Because $10.4 billion of new spending in 
this bill, every single penny of the new 
money allocated to our committee by 
the Finance Committee on this side, 
the Ways and Means Committee on the 
House side, every single penny of that 
$10 billion was put into nutrition, plus 
another $400 million, $10.4 billion. 

Now, with the changes to nutrition 
program included in this bill, 67 per-
cent of all of the spending in this bill 
goes to nutrition; 67 percent. Then I 
will talk on why we call it a conserva-
tion and energy bill in a few minutes. 
But let’s talk about the food aspect of 
this. 

In the last dozen years, we have seen 
a steady erosion of the food safety net 
for our low-income families. Let me 
point to the standard deduction in the 
Food Stamp Program. This chart indi-
cates what has happened. In 1996, the 
standard deduction—that is the deduc-
tion you take to see if you qualify as a 
family to get food stamps. In 1996 it 
was $134 a month. That was frozen in 
1996. It has not moved since. It remains 
$134 to this day for the vast majority of 
families. But think of all of the in-
creases low-income families now have 
to pay: higher energy prices, higher 
food prices. Everything else has gone 
up. So you wonder why so many people 
have fallen through the safety net of 
having an adequate supply of food? It is 
because we froze it in 1996. Twelve 
years later now, it has not moved. Now 
we have increased everything else 
around here for everybody in 12 years 
but not for low-income Americans. 
This Congress—I do not mean this Con-
gress, but I mean all of these Con-
gresses—we have not met our responsi-
bility to low-income Americans. We fi-
nally do it in this farm bill. 

If the standard deduction in 1996 of 
$134 had kept pace with inflation, it 
would be $188 today rather than $134. 
Well, we could not go as high as $188, so 
we went to $144. So now we have in-
creased the standard deduction of $144 
a month. But the single most impor-
tant thing is we have indexed it for in-
flation in the future. No more will we 
have an erosion because of inflation 
that hurts our lowest income families 
in America. So that is the important 
thing. We have indexed it for the fu-
ture. 

Secondly, the asset level. Under cur-
rent law a family can have no more 
than $2,000 in assets and still qualify 
for food stamps. We did not raise it in 
this bill, but we indexed that also for 

the future. So we have two indexes 
here for the future; one on the standard 
deduction and one on the asset level. 

For the first time ever, we exclude 
retirement and education savings from 
counting against the asset limit. Here I 
give accolades to my colleague from 
Georgia, Senator CHAMBLISS. It was his 
intervention that provided that low-in-
come seniors do not have to dip into 
their retirement savings to meet their 
food needs. If they are temporarily out 
of a job, for example, but they have re-
tirement savings, they can still qualify 
for food assistance and they will not 
have to dip into that savings. Again, I 
compliment my colleague from Georgia 
for fighting hard for that. 

We also did something on childcare 
costs. Here again is something we have 
not kept up with, and it hurts our low- 
income families. Right now the 
childcare deduction is $175 a month. It 
has been there since 1993. Think about 
childcare costs since 1993. It has been 
$175 ever since then. Right now the av-
erage cost of childcare per month is 
$631 average. We only allow $175 for 
food stamp recipients to qualify. So 
there is a $456 a month gap and it is 
growing. 

In this bill, we remove the cap. There 
is no longer any cap on childcare ex-
penses. Whatever your childcare ex-
penses are, that is what you can deduct 
from your monthly income to qualify 
for food stamps. 

Again, we have also raised the min-
imum benefit by 50 percent, and we 
index that to the future. 

This bill also provides relief for our 
food banks. Our food banks in this 
country provide a backstop for people 
who may get food stamps but they run 
out before the end of the month. They 
do not have enough to get their fami-
lies through, so a lot of times they go 
to our food banks. 

Well, what has happened? What has 
happened is that the bonus commod-
ities to our food banks have gone down 
75 percent since the 2002 farm bill; 75 
percent. That is why we keep hearing 
from our food banks that they are run-
ning out of food. They do not have 
enough to meet the requirements of 
people who come in. They need some-
thing to get them through the week-
end, get them through a holiday, be-
cause they do not have enough food 
and they do not have food stamps. 

What we did is put $1.2 billion of new 
money into the TEFAP, the Temporary 
Emergency Food Assistance Program, 
which provides staple commodities to 
food banks. This year we have raised it. 
Current law provides for $140 million 
annually. Here we raised it to $250 mil-
lion. 

As soon as this bill is passed and ei-
ther signed by the President, which I 
hope he will do, or we override the veto 
and it becomes law—as soon as this bill 
becomes law, immediately $50 million 
will go out to the food banks around 
America immediately. Then we index 
that for the future. So we have indexed 
the TEFAP commodities for the future. 
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Lastly, we know low-income Ameri-

cans have the highest incidence for dis-
eases and illnesses, such as heart dis-
ease, obesity, diabetes, and diseases re-
lated to diet. 

A lot of that is because low-income 
people have a difficult choice to make 
in terms of their purchases of food. 
Some of the healthier foods, such as 
whole grains, fruits, vegetables, those 
types of things, are generally higher 
priced. So to stretch their dollar as far 
as possible, low-income people go in 
the grocery store and they stretch 
their food dollars to get to the next 
paycheck. But the foods with the least 
nutrition happen to be the cheapest, 
and it gets them through the month. 

In this bill we provide a pilot pro-
gram with about $20 million to put in-
centives in there for low-income Amer-
icans to see if we can give them incen-
tives to purchase healthier foods as 
part of their diet. 

Lastly, I want to quote here Vicki 
Escarra, who is president and CEO of 
America’s Second Harvest. I think she 
summed it up all well on behalf of all 
the antihunger groups. 

On behalf of our nation’s food banks, I urge 
Senators to vote in favor of this hunger- 
fighting farm bill. Millions of low income 
Americans are on the brink of catastrophe, 
facing some of the most difficult economic 
times they have had to endure in years. I 
urge Senators to support this vitally impor-
tant and necessary legislation. 

That is why we talk about this as 
being a food bill, because 67 percent of 
the new money goes for nutrition. 

This bill does not just provide food in 
this country for low-income individ-
uals, but also for poor people abroad. 

There has been a lot of talk about 
the McGovern-Dole Program. This is a 
program, of course, named after former 
Senators Dole and McGovern that pro-
vides money and food for a school 
lunch program in other parts of the 
world, in places where they have low 
income, a lot of hunger. It is a good 
program because not only does it get a 
good meal to kids at least once a day, 
but it is a magnet to get kids in school. 
In countries where maybe 60, 70, 80 per-
cent of your disposable income goes for 
food, one nutritious meal a day to a 
child saves the family a lot of money. 
If the place to get that food is in a 
school, you ought to send your kid to 
school. So it does two good things. In 
this bill, we provide $84 million in man-
datory money for the McGovern-Dole 
School Lunch Program for kids in 
other countries and I expect that addi-
tional money will be provided through 
the appropriations process, as it has in 
the past. 

There is one other area that deals 
with food and health. That is the spe-
cialty crop title of the bill. We have 
two new titles in this farm bill, the 
livestock title and the specialty crop 
title. They have never been in the farm 
bill before. 

Under specialty crops, we have a 100- 
percent increase in the level of farm 
bill spending for specialty crops pro-

grams. This is an historic investment. 
The 2002 farm bill provided $1.3 billion. 
We provide $2.7 billion in this bill, just 
shy of $3 billion—a 100-percent increase 
in support for fruits, vegetables, 
organics, farmers’ markets, horti-
culture—all in this farm bill. That is 
one of the reasons why the 120 groups 
that have interest in fruits, vegetables, 
and organics are supporting this legis-
lation, because of all we have provided 
to support our fruit and vegetable 
farmers and organic farmers, who com-
prise the fastest growing segment of 
American agriculture. We have $22 mil-
lion to help farmers who are trying to 
transition from conventional produc-
tion into organic. We also provide more 
for farmers’ markets. We provide more 
money for research into organics to get 
it up to a level where it matches the 
level of organics in our food supply 
chain. 

For those interested in organic agri-
culture, we have really invested heav-
ily in those who want to become or-
ganic farmers, those farmers’ markets 
where they may collect organic prod-
ucts, and even farmers’ markets that 
may not be organic but may provide lo-
cally-grown produce. 

We have put money into this bill to 
provide support for what I would call 
aggregators—an entrepreneur who un-
derstands that perhaps Whole Foods 
can’t go out to each individual farmer 
for a supply of organic foods, so you 
need somebody in the middle to put all 
this together. That is what we have 
done. We have provided funds and sup-
port in this bill for entities that would 
aggregate, go out to each individual 
farmer and pull the organic foods all 
together—it doesn’t have to be organic, 
it could just be locally-grown—bundle 
them, and then they can sell those to 
Whole Foods or Safeway or Hy-Vee out 
in my area. 

This is an opportunity to help or-
ganic producers get into the market, 
also for locally-grown produce. It 
doesn’t have to be produce. It could be 
meats, poultry, beef, whatever that is 
local, to also get them into the market 
supply as well. 

The last thing I will say in terms of 
health and specialty crops pertains to 
the fruit and vegetable snack program. 
This is something we started in the 
2002 farm bill. 

I sort of have a history on this. In the 
1996 farm bill, I introduced amend-
ments to get vending machines taken 
out of schools. As anyone can see, I was 
a spectacular failure at that one. But 
as time went on, it became clearer that 
vending machines were not the only 
problem. The problem is what kids 
were eating in school. If we could pro-
vide healthier foods for kids in school, 
we would all be better off. 

Again, we know low-income kids in 
these schools are the first to get diabe-
tes and be obese and have all the prob-
lems that lead to illness and disease 
later on. 

In the 2002 farm bill, I tried an exper-
iment. I put in a provision to supply 

about $6 million to test a theory of 
mine. The theory was that if you gave 
free fresh fruits and vegetables to kids 
in school, they would eat them. If they 
would eat the fresh fruits and vegeta-
bles that were free, they would not be 
eating candy and sugary snacks, cook-
ies, things such as that. 

So we tried it. The idea behind it was 
not to do it in the lunchroom but to do 
it in the classroom or in the hallway 
outside the classroom, not just at 
lunch but in the morning when kids 
got the growlies about 9 o’clock in the 
morning. 

The idea was to provide it as a snack 
when kids got hungry in the morning 
or in the afternoon and not just in the 
lunchroom. 

I have to tell you, a lot of people said 
to me: Harkin, you are nuts. You are 
going to have kids throwing apple 
cores around, orange peels, banana 
peels. They will be throwing grapes at 
each other. They are going to make a 
mess. 

I said: OK. Let’s see what happens. It 
is all voluntary. No school has to par-
ticipate. If they participate and they 
don’t like it, they can drop out the 
next day. But let’s see what happens. 

So we took 4 States, 25 schools in a 
State, 100 schools, and an Indian res-
ervation just to see what would happen 
with that $6 million, providing free 
fresh fruits and vegetables. What hap-
pened to my test? Every single school 
says that they don’t want to drop out. 
They want to continue. And we don’t 
have kids throwing apple cores around 
and orange peels and things like that. 
These kids are eating better. They are 
better behaved. Talk to any teacher 
who has had experience with this pro-
gram, talk to any principal, and they 
will tell you these kids are better be-
haved. They eat better. They go home 
and tell their parents about the great 
fruit and vegetable snacks they are 
getting, and then they tell their folks 
to buy them at the grocery store. 
Those four States have now gone to 
eight States. We are up to about $8 or 
$9 million a year now. 

So because this has been so success-
ful, this conference report has $1 bil-
lion in it to expand the Fresh Fruit and 
Vegetable Program nationwide. Again, 
we can’t do it all next year, so we ramp 
it up. It has to be ramped up over sev-
eral years. But in 5 years, by the time 
we ramp this up, we will be at $150 mil-
lion a year. And when we reach that 
level, nearly every low-income elemen-
tary school kid in America who is in a 
school that has a high rate of free and 
reduced priced lunches, every one of 
those kids is going to be getting free 
fresh fruits and vegetables as a snack 
during the day. 

Think what this will do for our kids 
and their health. I am really happy 
about this. I am happy first that the 
test worked. Now I am happy that we 
are going to take it nationwide to 
every State. We are targeting it to ele-
mentary schools, and we are asking 
States, since this goes to the States, to 
further target it to those schools that 
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have a majority of low-income kids so 
we can get to them first. 

Again, this is helpful not only to the 
nutrition of our kids but also to the 
specialty crops all over America be-
cause we are going to rely upon them 
to grow these crops and make them 
available for the fruit and vegetable 
snack program. 

We said the second part was con-
servation. Let’s talk about the con-
servation part of this bill. On this 
chart, I compare the proportion of 
funding going to conservation as com-
pared to the commodity programs in 
each farm bill back to 1985. The red 
portion is the part that goes for con-
servation as compared to commodities. 
Why do I compare it to commodities? 
Because this is the part of these farm 
bills that go to farmers. The conserva-
tion share of the total of conservation 
and commodity payments has never 
been even 20 percent. But look at 2008: 
41 percent of what we are putting out 
to farmers is in conservation. We have 
never done that before. We have never 
even come close to that before. 

I was proud of the 2002 farm bill. In 
2002, I said we would put more into con-
servation in the 2002 farm bill than 
ever before. That was true in 2002. In 
2008, we have more than doubled the 
share of conservation that goes out, to 
41 percent. 

The administration said one of the 
reasons they wanted to veto the farm 
bill was because we didn’t put enough 
into conservation. But the administra-
tion’s own bill only put $4.2 billion into 
conservation, as scored by the congres-
sional budget office. Our bill puts $5.2 
billion into conservation, as scored by 
the same neutral financial accounting, 
using the same assumptions. So we ex-
ceeded what the administration asked 
for in total conservation spending. And 
what’s more, we have done it in a way 
that is going to clean up our soil and 
water, provide incentives to farmers to 
be good conservationists. 

In the all-important EQIP, the Envi-
ronmental Quality Incentives Program, 
we put in $15.8 billion over 10 years in 
total funding. For the Conservation Se-
curity Program, now called the Con-
servation Stewardship Program, we 
provided $12 billion over 10 years. Why 
do I single those out? Because those 
are conservation programs that go to 
working lands. 

Most people think of conservation as 
taking land out of production. In the 
past, that has been true. We still do 
some of that with the Wetlands Re-
serve Program, and in the Conserva-
tion Reserve Program. For fragile, 
erodible acres and wetlands, taking the 
land out of production is often the best 
way to conserve the land, and provide 
vital wildlife habitat. 

But we know, because of the demand 
for food and the high prices of our com-
modities, more and more land is com-
ing out of the Conservation Reserve 
Program. It is being tilled. It is being 
cropped. This is a free country and 
these are voluntary programs, so if a 

farmer has completed a Conservation 
Reserve Program contract, the land 
can go back into production if the 
farmer chooses. 

But what we can do about it is put 
more money into conservation on 
working lands, to give incentives to 
farmers to be good conservationists. 
One of the most important programs, I 
believe, is the Conservation Steward-
ship Program. This is a program I in-
cluded in the 2002 farm bill. 

We put in place what was then called 
the Conservation Security Program, an 
uncapped entitlement program to go to 
farmers to be good conservationists on 
working lands, to give them the incen-
tive to protect the soil, the water, and 
the wildlife habitat. 

CSP has had a little bumpy history, I 
will be the first to admit, because of 
rules and regulations that were written 
and cuts to funding. First of all, they 
limited enrollment only to specific wa-
tersheds, rather than making it avail-
able to producers across the country. 
That was very discriminatory. So 
under this bill we have revamped it. We 
have made it applicable to every farm-
er in this country, no longer just based 
on watersheds. Every farmer willing to 
meet the eligibility requirements can 
get into this program now. The pro-
gram will be available to producers 
from Florida to Washington State and 
from New Mexico to Maine. The pro-
gram pays not for what you grow, but 
for how you grow it—the environ-
mental benefits your conservation ac-
tivities produce. We are devoting over 
$12 billion over 10 years to the pro-
gram. We will enroll, under this pro-
gram now, about 13 million acres a 
year. 

Now, what does this mean? It means 
we will be giving payments to farmers 
to take care of the soil, to protect the 
water, provide wildlife habitat, and to 
be good producers and deliver impor-
tant environmental benefits. We know 
we have to have the production, we 
have to produce the food and the fiber 
in the country. But you can have both 
production and a good, clean environ-
ment at the same time. They are not 
mutually exclusive. 

This picture I have in the Chamber 
shows what I mean. This is what we 
ought to be about: This is a farm. A 
river runs through it—but the farmer is 
using good conservation practices to 
help keep the river clean. What you see 
along the river is a barrier strip of 
grass and trees; barriers to stop the 
runoff of fertilizer or pesticides that 
may be put on the land, to keep it from 
going into the stream. You do not farm 
right up to the riverbank. The farm is 
using minimum tillage. And in dif-
ferent fields around the farm you see 
different kinds of crops. You have a 
crop rotation that goes on. The farmer 
has also planted trees as wind breaks 
along the fence rows. 

That is what the Conservation Stew-
ardship Program is all about: making 
sure we have good production but good 
stewardship of the soil, good protection 

for the water, and good wildlife habitat 
and corridors at the same time. 

Why do we need to devote federal 
spending on conservation? I have a 
photograph I show you in the Chamber 
that was taken on April 14, 1935, now 
known as Black Sunday, near Liberal, 
KS. This terrible dust storm rolled 
across Kansas. All of us in grade school 
have seen this picture in our textbooks 
of the dust clouds rolling over Kansas 
in 1935. 

Because what had happened? What 
had happened is, after World War I, be-
cause of the demand for food around 
the world and here, we plowed up ev-
erything in the plains States—lands 
that been unplowed for thousands 
years. We plowed it up, and when the 
rain didn’t come, it turned to dust. 
People say: Well, that was 1935. Well, 
that was 1935, yes. 

Let’s take a look at another picture 
I have in the Chamber, taken within a 
few miles of that picture you saw from 
1935. Look at this. Now we have a color 
picture—the same big dust clouds roll-
ing over the plains—taken in 2006. 

Let’s not make the same mistake 
again. That is why we have put so 
much effort and so much into conserva-
tion on working lands—yes, to make 
sure farmers can make a profit, they 
can grow the food and the feed and the 
fiber we need for our people and for ex-
ports, but to do it in an environ-
mentally sound way, which can be done 
so we do not have to have those dust 
bowls any longer. So we are going to 
have more land in production and more 
need for conservation. 

Lastly, on conservation, there are 
important needs across this country, 
not just in the midwest. Here is a chart 
of the Chesapeake Bay watershed. 
Those of us who have been around this 
area for any time or who have ever 
been out to the Chesapeake Bay know 
how polluted the Chesapeake Bay is— 
killing the fish, taking away a liveli-
hood for so many people who rely on 
the Chesapeake Bay; not only that, de-
stroying breeding grounds for many of 
our fish that then go back out to the 
ocean. 

As shown on this chart, this is the 
watershed that drains into the Chesa-
peake Bay. It covers Virginia, West 
Virginia, Pennsylvania, New York, 
Delaware, and Maryland—all those 
States. We heard from the Congress-
men and Senators and people who live 
in those areas saying we have to do 
something to help clean up the Chesa-
peake Bay. And we did. We put $438 
million into this bill to help protect 
the uplands, to take care of it before it 
gets down to the Chesapeake Bay. So 
we have done, I think, yeoman’s work 
in this area in helping to help clean up 
the Chesapeake Bay. 

Lastly, I said food, conservation, and 
energy bill—energy—energy. Now, I 
have a chart in the Chamber on that. 
Let me say this: High gasoline prices 
and diesel prices are hurting our fami-
lies all over this country. I know. I 
hear about it all the time from my con-
stituents. The prices at the pump are 
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hurting people, especially in rural 
areas, where people have to drive a dis-
tance to get to work. 

But we have studies that show be-
cause of the supply of ethanol in this 
country, the price at the gas pump is 29 
cents to 40 cents a gallon cheaper. In 
other words, if it were not for ethanol, 
the price of gasoline at the pump would 
be 29 cents to 40 cents a gallon higher 
than it is today. 

So what we did in this bill is, we rec-
ognized a couple things. We need more 
production of clean renewable energy 
here in America. We need to get off the 
oil pipeline. But we also recognize the 
impact it is having on grain. So we 
have put a lot in this farm bill to move 
us to cellulose production, biomass 
production of ethanol in the future. 
This bill ramps up our capacity to 
produce clean renewable American en-
ergy, not only from grain, but from 
wood, trees, wood chips, switchgrass, 
miscanthus, corn stover, wheat stover, 
oat stover—all kinds of things we basi-
cally do not use today. We put over $1 
billion in this bill to move us aggres-
sively in that direction. So we can 
build biorefineries, we give support for 
farmers who want to grow dedicated 
cellulose crops for this purpose, and we 
give them help in growing them, 
transitioning them, storing them, and 
transporting them. This is a chart to 
show you we can do biomass and build 
biorefineries, and it helps our rural 
communities and helps America. There 
is over $1 billion in this bill to move us 
in this direction. 

Two last things in rural develop-
ment. We have included policy in this 
bill to get broadband to rural towns 
and communities all over America. 
Second, we put $120 million in the bill 
that will go out right away to reduce 
the backlog in water and wastewater 
treatment facilities in our small towns 
and communities. 

I come from a small town of 162 peo-
ple, where I still live, where about 25 
years ago every well in my hometown— 
including mine—tested unfit to drink. 
But we got rural water, we got clean 
water. In my house, I now have clean 
rural water, and every house in my 
small town of Cumming has that. We 
know what it means, and I know what 
it means firsthand. So we have to get 
better water and wastewater for our 
small towns and communities, and we 
have done that in this bill. 

Lastly, there is a lot of talk about re-
form. Maybe the White House says we 
did not reform enough in agriculture. 
We have done what the administration 
asked in reforming this bill. We now 
have direct attribution, so we will 
know from now on exactly where every 
dollar, every dime goes, to whomever 
gets it. We did away with the three-en-
tity rule, and we significantly reduced 
the cap on adjusted gross income. 

Now, I want to be clear about this. 
Right now if you have $2.5 million of 
nonfarm income, you would still qual-
ify for farm programs—right now. The 
administration wanted to reduce that 

to $200,000. We reduced it to $500,000, 
moving it from $2.5 million to $500,000, 
and put a cap on nonfarm income. That 
is real reform. 

Second, if the majority of your in-
come today is from farm sources, you 
can have an income of $5 million, $10 
million, $20 million—no limit—and you 
will still get farm program payments. 
Under our bill, we put a cap of $750,000 
on farm income. If farm income is 
more than $750,000 then no direct pay-
ments. That is real reform. It may not 
be as much as some might like, but I 
will tell you, it is far beyond the limits 
we have now. 

I know some of our colleagues had to 
bite down pretty hard on this because 
they represent farmers who have high-
er input costs. They have bigger oper-
ations because they have to in order to 
survive. So I know they have had to 
take a hit on this. But this is real re-
form. I commend those members of our 
committee who worked with us on this 
to make sure we could have these re-
forms and bring it here where we are 
today. 

The last reform we put in this bill: 
We put in a new optional program for 
farmers, an average crop revenue elec-
tion program. They can stay in the 
present price-based countercyclical 
program or they can take a slight cut 
in their loan rates, in their direct pay-
ments, and then get a revenue-based 
countercyclical payment if the com-
bination of prices and yields go down. 
Now, again, I do not know if farmers 
will take it, but it is an option. 

I know the National Corn Growers 
Association was very supportive of this 
approach. We have it as an option. 
Maybe this is the future; I do not 
know. But it is a reform, and we put it 
in there for farmers to consider as an 
option. 

It has been a long road. There is a lot 
more I could say about this food, en-
ergy, and conservation bill. There is a 
lot more I know I have not covered. 
But it is a strong bill. As I said the 
other day, it is good for every Amer-
ican from my hometown of Cumming, 
IA, population 162, to New York City, 
population 8 million, and everybody in 
between. That is why so many groups, 
over 500 groups—antihunger groups, re-
ligious groups, conservation groups, 
clean energy groups—farmers strongly 
support this bill. 

Finally, before I yield the floor, let 
me thank my colleague, my friend, my 
ranking member, Senator SAXBY 
CHAMBLISS, for all he has done to bring 
this bill to the floor today. He started 
it when he was chairman, having hear-
ings all over the country, laying the 
groundwork for this farm bill. I was 
privileged to take it over this Con-
gress, as chairman. But I could not 
have asked for a better ranking mem-
ber, someone I could work closely with. 
We worked together on this right to 
the bitter end—I should not say ‘‘bitter 
end;’’ right to the good end; we have a 
great bill—but right to the end to bring 
this bill forward. He has worked very 

hard to make sure we could get to this 
point on this bill. I wanted to thank 
him for all of his work, for his close 
working relationship on this bill. 

Tomorrow morning I will thank all of 
our staff who have worked so hard on 
this bill, in particular our staff direc-
tor Mark Halverson. When this is done, 
I am going to make him take a vaca-
tion. He has got to catch up on about a 
year’s worth of sleep here in a couple 
weeks. But Mark Halverson has been a 
great staff director in keeping this bill 
going and keeping all the things to-
gether and moving it forward. I cannot 
find the words to thank him enough for 
all he has done. 

On Senator CHAMBLISS’s side, I thank 
Martha Scott Poindexter, who, of 
course, was the staff director under 
Senator CHAMBLISS, and now for him as 
the ranking member, for all the great 
work she has done. Both she and Mark 
Halverson together have worked very 
hard, and their staffs. They have great 
staffs, and I am going to name them all 
tomorrow. But I would be remiss if in 
my opening statement I didn’t thank 
both of them for their extraordinary 
work and extraordinary effort they 
have done to get this bill to this point. 

So, Madam President, I have taken 
way too much time. I wish to yield the 
floor to a great friend and a great col-
league and someone who has helped 
bring us to this point of getting a great 
farm bill to all the people of America, 
Senator CHAMBLISS. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia is recognized. 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Madam President, 
I thank my colleague from Iowa, Sen-
ator HARKIN. This truly has, under his 
leadership, been a very bipartisan ef-
fort. As we will see on the floor tonight 
and tomorrow, there will be some folks 
on both sides of the aisle who will have 
a lot of good things to say about this 
bill. Not everybody is in agreement 
with it, but we never have total agree-
ment on farm bills. They are always 
controversial. They always contain 
provisions that some Members of the 
Senate don’t like, but by and large this 
bill is a true bipartisan bill. I wish to 
commend Senator HARKIN for his lead-
ership, and not just on the substance of 
the bill. During the conference process 
we went through, the Senate stayed in 
lockstep. All Members, all conferees on 
the Senate side, Republican and Demo-
cratic, remained loyal to the commit-
ment we made to each other as we 
went through that conference, and I 
think it was for that reason that we 
were successful in producing a product 
that somewhat mirrors the product 
that came out of this Senate back in 
December. So I thank Senator HARKIN 
for his leadership and for his commit-
ment to American agriculture. 

I rise tonight in support of the farm 
bill conference report before us. The 
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 
2008 provides certainty to America’s 
farmers and ranchers and restates the 
strong commitment of Congress to the 
hungry and less fortunate. This farm 
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bill contains the most significant re-
form of our farm programs in recent 
memory, if not history, and increases 
investments in the areas of nutrition, 
specialty crops, conservation, and re-
newable energy. It is no wonder that 
nutrition groups, food bank organiza-
tions, conservation and wildlife groups, 
commodity organizations, cattlemen 
and ranchers, renewable energy advo-
cates, and specialty crop producers 
have all united in strong support of 
this farm bill. 

This bill is simply the single most 
important piece of legislation for rural 
America and the small American towns 
and communities whose economic en-
gines depend on agriculture. To reject 
this bill is to leave billions of economic 
development investments on the table 
and accept the faulty notion that cur-
rently high commodity prices will 
exist forever. Every farmer knows 
there is no certainty in the honorable 
practice of farming. This farm bill is 
our commitment to provide them with 
much-needed economic assistance 
when times are bad and allow them to 
prosper without our assistance when 
times are good. Our farm safety net is 
targeted, fiscally responsible, and will 
ensure the prosperity of our farmers 
and ranchers during the tough eco-
nomic times that are certainly to 
come. 

Yes, this bill helps maintain a safety 
net for the farmers and ranchers who 
produce the food on our dinner tables 
and the fiber for the shirts on our back. 
I simply do not understand the critics 
who raise their arms in protest because 
we attempt to help farmers in this 
farm bill. Given the amount of invest-
ments in the many critical areas to all 
Americans in this bill, it is actually in-
accurate to simply call this a farm bill. 
I wish to point out to the critics that 
less than one-fifth of the bill’s spending 
goes toward the production of agricul-
tural programs. Furthermore, all the 
commodity programs in the com-
modity title combined account for a 
mere .29 percent of the entire outlays 
of the Federal Government spending. 
That is almost one-quarter of 1 per-
cent. Many are attempting to paint a 
picture of a bloated bill that provides 
huge subsidies to large farmers, but the 
facts present a different picture of how 
the money is actually allocated. Com-
modity program spending in this bill 
represents less than 14 percent of the 
total spending, while conservation, nu-
trition, and renewable energy spending 
account for more than 75 percent of the 
bill. 

There is a common misperception in 
many editorial boardrooms, and unfor-
tunately at the White House, that the 
2008 farm bill does not include adequate 
reform of our current farm programs. 
This misperception has led to a series 
of negative news articles accusing our 
farm safety net of hindering African 
cotton trade, raising food prices domes-
tically and globally, providing pay-
ments to millionaire farmers who 
abuse the system, and eroding our abil-

ity to provide food aid to the neediest 
Americans and citizens of other coun-
tries. This series of negative and inac-
curate propaganda has culminated in a 
veto threat from the President. I stand 
before this body tonight to clearly 
state that this bill contains sweeping 
reforms of which all Americans can be 
proud. Drastic reforms are included in 
this bill to make sure nonfarmers do 
not benefit from the farm safety net. 
We rightfully believe the farm safety 
net should be used to help those who 
take on an enormous risk every year to 
produce the crops and livestock that 
sustain the food supply of our country. 

While we disagree with many of the 
attacks against our farm safety net, we 
have nonetheless heard the calls for re-
form and have responded in several 
meaningful ways. The traditional cot-
ton program has been reformed so that 
it is more market oriented per our 
WTO—World Trade Organization—- 
commitments. The GSM program has 
been reformed to honor our obligations 
under the cotton case that was decided 
last year. The adjusted gross income 
test for nonfarmers has been reduced 
by 80 percent, ensuring that farm pro-
gram benefits are targeted to those 
who need them most. In addition, this 
bill eliminates the three-entity rule, 
adopts direct attribution for farm pro-
gram payments, and eliminates base 
acres on land developed for residential 
use. These accomplishments represent 
the most significant reform of the farm 
safety net in the history of farm bills 
in this country. 

Conservation programs are vital to 
the farm bill and to this Nation’s farm-
ers, ranchers, and private forest land-
owners. Working land—the cropland, 
grazing land, and forest land that is 
used to produce our food, feed, and 
fiber—accounts for nearly 1.3 billion 
acres or two-thirds of the Nation’s land 
area. Since the enactment of the 2002 
farm bill, conservation measures have 
been applied on more than 70 million 
acres of cropland and 125 million acres 
of grazing lands. In addition, more 
than 1 million acres of wetlands have 
been created, restored or enhanced. 

This farm bill continues its great tra-
dition of protecting working lands by 
providing producers $4 billion in new 
resources for conservation programs. 
In addition to providing new funding, 
the farm bill also makes numerous im-
provements to the programs to ensure 
they meet the needs of producers. One 
notable improvement is that the envi-
ronmental quality incentives program 
will now be available to private forest 
landowners. It also looks to the future 
by helping producers and landowners 
play a role and get credit for miti-
gating climate change. 

In the 2002 farm bill, an energy title 
was included for the first time, and the 
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act 
furthers our commitment to meeting 
America’s energy needs with alter-
native forms of energy. All Americans 
must cope with today’s extraordinarily 
high gas prices, and with this farm bill, 

we take the necessary steps to allevi-
ate the pressure not only on petro-
leum-based gasoline but on corn-based 
ethanol. One day, Americans will be 
able to fill their gas tanks with ethanol 
made from woodchips or peanut hulls, 
and when that day comes, you can look 
back to this farm bill as the foundation 
for making that a reality. 

Speaking of energy, I have heard 
calls from several of my colleagues to 
ensure that contracts traded on elec-
tronic exchanges, such as natural gas 
contracts traded on the ICE Futures, 
are subject to more regulatory over-
sight by the Commodities Futures 
Trading Commission. In responding to 
those concerns, this conference report 
includes a long-overdue reauthoriza-
tion of the Commodities Futures Trad-
ing Commission, complete with a 
newly developed regulatory structure 
for contracts traded on exempt com-
mercial markets that are determined 
to perform a significant price discovery 
function. This has been a top priority 
for Senators FEINSTEIN, LEVIN, and 
SNOWE, and I am pleased we were able 
to include it in this farm bill. 

This farm bill also includes a new 
title devoted to horticulture organic 
production. With specialty crops rep-
resenting approximately 50 percent of 
U.S. crop cash receipts, the inclusion of 
this title appropriately recognizes that 
fruit and vegetable growers deserve a 
place in major farm legislation. This 
industry is vitally important to con-
sumers, and the inclusion of these pro-
visions will ensure that producers of 
fruits and vegetables receive the sup-
port necessary to enhance the healthy 
foods we have come to demand, as well 
as improve the viability of this impor-
tant sector of American agriculture. 

However, rural America is not the 
only beneficiary of this farm bill. The 
entire country will reap the rewards of 
increased investments in nutrition, re-
newable energy, and conservation. This 
legislation reaches out to low-income 
Americans to ensure nutritional needs 
are met by providing schoolchildren 
with increased access to fresh fruits 
and vegetables and enhancing our in-
vestments to the Food Stamp Program 
as well as to food banks all across 
America. The numbers speak for them-
selves: 73 percent—let me say that 
again—73 percent of the spending in 
this bill goes toward our domestic nu-
trition programs. Given rising food 
prices and the skyrocketing price of 
oil, it is critical that we lend a hand to 
those citizens in both rural and urban 
America who are struggling to feed 
their families and fill their gas tanks. 

Local food banks around the country 
are facing increased demands for food 
from people in need. This farm bill in-
vests an additional $1.25 billion over 
the next 10 years to increase com-
modity purchases for food banks—an 
increase of nearly double the current 
level of funding. To help improve the 
dietary intake of all citizens, this farm 
bill invests significant resources to ex-
pand the school-based fresh fruit and 
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vegetable snack program to all States 
and increases support for the senior 
farmers’ market nutrition program to 
help seniors purchase agricultural 
products at farmers’ markets, roadside 
stands, and other community-sup-
ported agricultural programs. 

Most significant, though, is the in-
creased investment in the Food Stamp 
Program. The Food Stamp Program— 
the cornerstone of our country’s do-
mestic food assistance effort—cur-
rently serves 28 million Americans 
each month. This program has evolved 
over the decades to become one of the 
most efficient tools to combat hunger 
and reduce poverty. The Food Stamp 
Program now has one of the best track 
records among all Federal programs. 
The payment accuracy rate, which 
measures the correct level of benefit 
issuance to participating households, is 
at an all-time high. Trafficking, which 
long plagued the program, has been 
substantially reduced. Also, the certifi-
cation process has a proven success 
rate with over 98 percent of food stamp 
participants properly eligible for bene-
fits. American taxpayers can be as-
sured that the resources dedicated to 
this program are effectively used for 
their intended purposes. 

While administration of the Food 
Stamp Program has turned a corner, a 
stigma still exists that prevents some 
eligible people from seeking the help 
they need. Even though the implemen-
tation of Electronic Benefit Transfer, 
or EBT, has restored dignity to those 
who depend on food assistance while at 
the grocery store, the term ‘‘food 
stamps’’ conjures up negative images 
for many. Food stamps haven’t been 
issued in years, and the Federal Gov-
ernment destroyed the remaining in-
ventory of stamps in 2003. For these 
reasons, the Food Stamp Program is 
being renamed as the Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program, or 
SNAP. The new name better reflects 
the mission of our country’s premier 
domestic assistance program. Instead 
of referring to food stamps in the fu-
ture, the term ‘‘food SNAP’’ should be 
used as we transition to the new name. 

This farm bill invests $8 billion in 
food SNAP over the next 10 years. By 
increasing the standard deduction and 
minimum monthly benefit, food SNAP 
will provide improved benefit levels to 
help low-income families put nutri-
tious food on the table. To make food 
SNAP more accessible to low-income 
Americans, this farm bill indexes the 
asset limitation for inflation, exempts 
IRS-approved retirement and edu-
cation savings accounts from the asset 
test, and permits a full deduction for 
childcare expenses. Simplified report-
ing requirements are extended to low- 
income seniors to ease their ability to 
obtain benefits. The improvements 
made in this farm bill will ensure that 
food SNAP continues to improve the 
health and nutritional well-being of 
millions of people in need. 

Rural development is also a vital 
part of this 2008 farm bill. Rural Amer-

ica is not composed of farmers and 
ranchers only, but other hard-working 
men and women reside in these areas 
with their families. It is essential our 
rural citizens have the same oppor-
tunity to participate in the global 
economy as our friends in urban areas. 

This title helps deploy fundamental 
services, such as improving broadband 
Internet capability, funding for water 
and waste projects, and support for the 
value-added efforts. We promote eco-
nomic development by reestablishing 
regional planning authorities and en-
couraging communities to collaborate 
in their efforts to attract quality jobs 
and promote local investment. 

I say to my colleagues, this bill be-
fore you today is a significant and 
worthwhile investment, not only for 
American agriculture but for millions 
of needy Americans. I am disheartened 
that the President doesn’t find these 
investments worthy of his signature, 
but I must represent my constituents 
who do understand the need for a 
strong safety net for our farmers and 
ranchers. Rural America is certainly 
enjoying a period of economic pros-
perity. But history tells us this pros-
perity will not last forever and that it 
is our moral obligation to be there to 
lend a helping hand when the downturn 
comes. We have the opportunity today 
to display our unwavering commitment 
to the Nation’s farmers and ranchers 
who supply us with the safest, most af-
fordable and most nutritious food sup-
ply in the world. I hope my colleagues 
will join me in supporting this invest-
ment in America’s future by voting for 
the bill. 

In closing, before I turn to my good 
friend and colleague from New Hamp-
shire, I again thank Chairman HARKIN 
for his leadership. I also see Senator 
CONRAD on the Senate floor. We have 
had a terrific working relationship 
through this process. Senator BAUCUS 
and Senator GRASSLEY have played 
such an integral role in making sure 
this farm bill has the resources with 
which to stay within the budget num-
bers we were given. 

This has truly been a bipartisan ef-
fort in the Senate and is the reason, or 
an exhibition of the reason, I came to 
the Senate, which is to work together 
with colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle to pass positive legislation and 
improve the quality of life for men and 
women all across America. 

I, too, will talk more about staff to-
morrow. I would be remiss, though, if I 
didn’t recognize Mark Halverson, who 
has been such a great asset in working 
on this bill and working with my staff. 
He traveled around the country with us 
2 years ago, and we tried to feed him a 
good Nebraska steak a couple of times 
and made sure he was healthy while he 
was on the road with us. We had a 
great time in listening to the farmers 
and ranchers. Martha Scott 
Poindexter, on my side, has been the 
minority director and has done such a 
terrific job, No. 1, of not just shep-
herding this bill from our perspective 

and working with the majority side, 
but also in putting together, without 
question, in my opinion, the best staff 
we have ever had on our side of the 
aisle from an Agriculture Committee 
perspective. 

Mr. President, I look forward to fur-
ther discussion of this bill tomorrow, 
as we move ahead. I know a number of 
our colleagues will be coming on the 
Senate floor tonight to talk about this 
bill. I encourage folks on our side of 
the aisle, if you want to come tonight 
and speak, it is a good time to do it be-
cause you can have all the time you 
want. Tomorrow it will get cramped. I 
encourage colleagues from the minor-
ity side to come out tonight and make 
their word heard. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I will 
just be a brief minute. I wanted to ad-
vise the Senate what we have in store 
the rest of this week. 

Because of the cooperation on both 
sides, we have 90 minutes of debate on 
the farm conference report tomorrow. 
There could be two or three points of 
order offered on that, or whatever Sen-
ators want to offer. We will vote on 
those points of order after 90 minutes 
of debate prior to voting on the con-
ference report. 

Following that, we received the pa-
pers from the House on the budget. 
They have appointed conferees, and we 
also are going to appoint conferees to-
morrow. Statutorily, there are 10 hours 
for the ability of any Senator to offer 
amendments to instruct conferees. We 
don’t know how many amendments 
there will be. Senators CONRAD and 
GREGG have been working on a number 
of issues they want to have resolved by 
votes in the Senate. That will be done. 
We look forward to that. 

We would like to finish, and we are 
going to finish, the budget tomorrow. 
It may go into the evening, but that is 
fine. We have now scheduled a cloture 
vote for Friday morning. I hope during 
all day tomorrow Senators GREGG, 
ENZI, KENNEDY, and others can see if 
there is a way of moving forward on 
the collective bargaining bill. If there 
is, then there would not be a need for a 
cloture vote. At least we need to spend 
tomorrow making that decision wheth-
er that can be done. 

The other thing we have to finish be-
fore we leave this week—either tomor-
row night or Friday—is the Dorgan 
cross-ownership issue that he indicated 
would only take a very short period of 
time. We have to do that. We have to 
complete that because it is statute, by 
June 3. We have 10 hours of debate al-
lowed on that matter. It is also a privi-
leged piece of legislation. Senator DOR-
GAN said he thought, in my last con-
versation with him, he would only 
want 1 hour out of the 10 hours. Others 
will want to speak on that. 

So that Senators know, that is what 
we have ahead of us this week. We have 
a situation where there are no votes on 
Monday, but Tuesday we enter into a 
critical stage of what needs to be done. 
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We have coming from the House to-

morrow, we are told, a $180 billion sup-
plemental appropriations bill. We are 
going to have to work hard on that. It 
will take work. We will be getting a 
message from the House. As I under-
stand it, there will be three trees in 
that message they will give us. So we 
will have to have at least three sepa-
rate votes on what they send us. 

I look forward to working with Sen-
ators on both sides next week to com-
plete that. In order to do that, we have 
to complete all of the work outlined a 
few minutes ago this week. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CASEY). The Senator from New Hamp-
shire is recognized. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, first, I 
appreciate my colleague for allowing 
me to proceed at this time. I recognize 
that we are debating a bill the conclu-
sion of which is already foregone. The 
cards are dealt and turned over, and 
this bill will pass. That doesn’t mean it 
should not be discussed and some of the 
weaknesses should not be pointed out. 

I have severe reservations about the 
way we approached the commodity side 
of the bill, which is, as it has been ade-
quately represented, not the majority 
of the spending bill, but it is a very sig-
nificant amount of spending, $190 bil-
lion, or somewhere in that vicinity. 

Some may ask—and I guess I may 
have wondered from time to time— 
what happened to all of those econo-
mists who worked for the Soviet Union 
when it failed, who were sitting around 
their desks and they didn’t have a job 
anymore—the folks who believed in a 
command economy, in top-down man-
agement, and believed in 5-year plans 
and believed that supply and demand 
had no relationship to the market. 
Where did all those people go? We now 
know. They went into the development 
of American farm policy. It is sort of 
like, after World War II, you took all of 
the scientists out of Germany and put 
them in Huntsville. At the end of the 
Cold War, we took the economists out 
of the Soviet Union and put them in 
the Midwest or maybe in the South be-
cause this bill is structured in a world 
that has no relationship to the market. 
It actually fundamentally undermines 
the concept of market and relating pro-
ductivity to demand and supply to the 
market. 

It is also a bill that does serious dam-
age to budgeting because it uses $18 bil-
lion in gimmicks in order to avoid and 
get around pay-go rules and other 
budget enforcement mechanisms. It 
even brings back—amazingly enough— 
the Customs fees. How many times can 
we bring back Customs fees? But it 
brings them back and claims a savings 
and uses that money and spends it—$10 
billion, I believe. 

So at a time when the farm commu-
nity in this country is doing pretty 
darn well—in fact, the average farm in-
come today is about 51 percent higher 
than it has been, on average, over the 
last 10 years—$92 billion—real farm in-
come is up $200 billion just in the last 

couple of years. Farmers are experi-
encing record income. We are setting 
up a subsidy structure, the purpose of 
which is to basically make payments 
to farmers who are making a lot of 
money on products that are doing very 
well. 

Wheat is selling at $6 or $8 a bushel, 
and the average price has been around 
$3.50. It is almost twice the average 
price. The same can be said for corn— 
corn is higher even—barley, soybeans, 
and rice, which is at three times the 
average price. We have commodities 
that are able to compete in the mar-
ket, so why do we need this massive 
new subsidy structure which essen-
tially creates this command and con-
trol attempt to manage the markets? 
We don’t, obviously. We don’t in the 
context of this time. 

In addition, the bill sets up some new 
mechanisms that are rather poor. It 
creates this new floor for emergencies. 
It says there will be a $3.8 billion kitty 
for emergencies. We have never han-
dled emergencies that way. The reason 
is because we don’t know what the 
emergencies are going to be. We have 
always taken care of emergencies, 
whether it was Katrina—which cost 
will be over $150 billion—or whether it 
was smaller events, such as a flood 
somewhere or hurricanes or tornadoes. 
We take care of them when we know 
what the cost is. We don’t set up basi-
cally a slush fund for emergencies so 
that the next time a post office box 
blows over in some community, it is 
declared an emergency and they can go 
get this money. This is going to 
incentivize an aggressive attempt to 
declare everything an emergency to get 
at the money that exists. 

The irony is—to show how totally in-
consistent this language is—they don’t 
even use the emergency money they 
have set aside in this bill for an emer-
gency they identify in the bill, which is 
the Kansas tornadoes, which they fund-
ed in the amount of $60 million, I be-
lieve it is. It shows this money is just 
going to be used for something else. If 
they are going to fund a $60 million 
emergency in the bill, they ought to at 
least have the credibility to take it out 
of the new slush fund. I mean, how ab-
surd is that? This is walking around 
money. That is what it amounts to— 
$3.8 billion, which is real money, by the 
way. It would run the State of New 
Hampshire for 2 years. 

There is a representation that there 
is a major reform effort in the area of 
payment to wealthy farmers. They re-
duce the payment level so you don’t 
get any payments if you have more 
than $750,000 of farm income. What 
isn’t discussed today is the $2.5 million. 
The fact is, you can also have $500,000 
of outside income, plus the $750,000, so 
that gets you up to $1.2 million. Then, 
if you are married, you can couple that 
up with your spouse so that she or he 
can have the same amount. If it is a 
married farmer, and they are making 
$2.5 million of income, they still qual-
ify under this bill. So it is sort of a 

sleight of hand exercise to claim there 
is significant reform. 

In fact, this reform is insignificant 
compared to what is suggested. The 
President’s reform would have saved 
$1.6 billion. He suggested that people 
with an adjusted gross income of over 
$200,000 not get these payments. 

How much does this bill save in that 
area, because it allows the spouse to 
qualify also and it allows the extra in-
come outside farming to qualify? Mr. 
President, $286 million. That is not a 
lot of money when you spread it—that 
is a lot of money, but when you put it 
over the period of this bill, it is not a 
significant amount of money, and it re-
flects the fact that it is not a signifi-
cant reform. It simply is not. 

The bill also does nothing to limit 
the practice of farmers locking in sub-
sidy payment rates at the lowest mar-
ket prices, yet retaining their crops to 
sell later when the prices are much 
higher. As a result, farmers are paid 
subsidies for losses they never had. 
This is what is known as commissar 
politics. This is where the guys from 
Russia and the Soviet Union gather 
and say: This worked in the Soviet 
Union, let’s do it here. 

The concept that you pay people for 
losses that don’t exist for a product 
that is being sold that the guy gets to 
keep and gets to sell—let’s be reason-
able about this. This is not logical, and 
it certainly is not market politics. It 
has very little relationship to ADAM 
SMITH. 

It also, ironically, at a time when we 
should be encouraging people to use 
ethanol, continues a major discourage-
ment for those of us who live in the 
Northeast from using ethanol by ex-
tending the tariff for 2 more years, to 
2010. This tariff makes no sense at all 
because you cannot ship to the North-
east the ethanol that is being produced 
in the Midwest, and we don’t have the 
production capabilities in the North-
east. We don’t have the product, al-
though the switchgrass initiative, 
which I respect and say is a good ini-
tiative, hopefully can give us that op-
tion. 

The simple fact is, to maintain this 
tariff is to penalize uniquely the North-
east—Pennsylvania, New England, New 
York, New Jersey, everything basically 
in the East, not even the Northeast—in 
order to protect the subsidies of prod-
uct corn in the Midwest. Corn is doing 
pretty darn well. It does not need the 
protection. In fact, if anything, we 
need to figure out a way to produce 
other products to make ethanol. The 
folks in Brazil have figured it out, so 
why not let us b uy that ethanol? Why 
penalize us in a way that is really puni-
tive—punitive—for the purposes of ba-
sically protecting production which is 
already at a record price? It makes no 
sense at all. 

And then the one that really is the 
worst or, in my humble opinion, the 
most egregious. The most egregious is 
the Sugar Program. The Sugar Pro-
gram was pretty bad before this bill. In 
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an act of avarice that can only be 
called a sugar high, they managed to 
make it significantly worse. I mean, 
how can they do that? It is very hard 
to do, but they essentially locked in a 
price for sugar in the United States 
that is double the world price. On top 
of that, they are making the Federal 
Government buy sugar at that inflated 
price and then resell it for the produc-
tion of ethanol at a significant loss. 

The Sugar Program makes no sense 
to begin with. It never made any sense 
other than the fact this was a com-
modity that had influence in the proc-
ess of developing this bill; obviously, a 
disproportionate amount of influence. 
To take this program, which was bad 
to begin with, and make it so egregious 
by forcing the Federal Government and 
Federal taxpayers first to have to pay 
twice what the world market price is 
for sugar and then to have to resell it 
to ethanol producers at a huge loss— 
how many times can you hit the tax-
payers for the purpose of the sugar pro-
duction industry? It is not right. 

Then, of course, there are the new 
programs, the asparagus payments. I 
like asparagus. When we did the farm 
bill, I talked about the fact that I used 
to grow asparagus. I love it. I did 
rototill my asparagus bed, I admit to 
that. I destroyed our asparagus crop. I 
didn’t get a subsidy payment. I didn’t 
get a disaster payment. Under this bill, 
I might because there is a new aspar-
agus program. 

There is a new large chickpea pro-
gram and a camelina program. I don’t 
even know what that is. That is, obvi-
ously, some product made somewhere 
for which somebody wanted to get a 
subsidy. 

There is the National Sheep and Goat 
Industry Improvement Center for $1 
million. 

There is the Desert Terminal Lakes 
Program, which is $175 million to lease 
or purchase water rights. 

There is a variety of earmarks, and 
one I find to be most representative of 
the failure of this bill as being out-
rageous is one that sets up a program 
for farm and ranch stress assistance 
networks. Do we have a stress assist-
ance network for the family who is 
running a gas station or maybe the 
family who opened a restaurant and 
they are not doing so well or the folks 
who start a small shoe store some-
where? Do we have a stress program, a 
farm and ranch stress program? What 
qualifies farmers and ranchers for a 
special program dealing with stress? 
The only thing that qualifies is some-
body somewhere came up with this pro-
gram, got somebody’s ear, and decided 
to stick it in this bill because this bill 
was leaving the station. It does not 
make sense, and it is certainly some-
thing on which tax dollars should not 
be spent. 

We have items that arrived out of no-
where in this bill: fisheries disaster as-
sistance of $170 million for California, 
Washington, and Oregon; forest con-
servation bonds. As I mentioned, I find 

it reasonable that there should be re-
lief for the tornado in Kansas, but why 
wouldn’t it come out of the money we 
just set aside in this bill for disasters, 
$3.8 billion? Why wouldn’t the fishery 
assistance, if that is an emergency, 
come out of that money? 

The budget gimmicks. This bill is 
just replete with gamesmanship to try 
to get around pay-go. I refer to pay-go 
as ‘‘swiss cheese-go,’’ which is very ap-
propriate in a farm bill. I assume it is 
subsidized. 

The fact is, there is $18 billion of 
gimmicks in this bill. There are sun-
sets of programs after 5 years that they 
know are not going to sunset, so they 
won’t be scored. There is the non-
scoring still of the milk income loss 
compensation issue. There is the clas-
sic shift of the corporate tax one day so 
that you collect it a day earlier or a 
day later, and that gives you a dif-
ferent score, which allows you to avoid 
the pay-go rules. 

If you look at this budget, it had to 
have pay-go waived in the House, with 
$7.4 billion out of whack for pay-go in 
the House. 

Equally ironic, tomorrow we are 
going to take up the conference report 
on our budget, on the unified budget. If 
the budget that passed the Senate ear-
lier this year were in place now, a pay- 
go point of order would lie against this 
bill because it violates the very budget 
that was produced by the majority 
party and passed with some fanfare 
earlier this year. The only reason we 
cannot make the pay-go point of order 
is because the budget has not fully 
passed and therefore is not in effect. 
But I think it is very hard to, with a 
straight face, say this bill does not vio-
late pay-go when you know that right 
around the corner is a budget which 
was passed by the majority which, if it 
were in place and which I presume it 
will be in place fairly soon, a pay-go 
point of order would lie against this 
bill. 

I think we can stop talking about 
pay-go around here as an enforcement 
mechanism because it clearly does not 
exist, and this bill is just another ex-
ample of where it has been gamed and 
manipulated. We count 15 to 20 dif-
ferent examples, adding up to some-
thing around $143 billion of instances 
where pay-go has been gamed around 
here. And this bill just takes that total 
up a little further—not a little further, 
a lot further, $18 billion further. So as 
a result, enforcing pay-go becomes 
very—well, it is just a very fraudulent 
exercise. It is only used on very rare 
occasions when it is politically accept-
able for the majority to use it. On 
other occasions, where it might lie, it 
is gamed. 

This bill is one of the extraordinary 
examples of that gamesmanship. 

And, of course, I mentioned customs 
fees. I believe the last count is we have 
used customs fees to fund 55 different 
programs around here in 55 different 
instances. The same fees. No, they are 
not different fees. They are the exact 

same fees that have been used, I be-
lieve, 55 times to fund different pro-
grams so the programs can claim they 
met the budget rules, and this bill— 
maybe it is 56 or 54, but it is $10 billion 
of gamesmanship. 

The bill has, in my opinion, decou-
pled economic common sense from the 
farm production and especially from 
farm payments. If we want a farm sys-
tem that works, why don’t we go to the 
market? A lot of these commodities 
today are doing pretty doggone well, 
extremely well. It is good times in 
farm country for most people. Why 
don’t we let the market continue to 
work? Why do we have to set up these 
massive subsidy programs? Why do we 
have to have a sugar program that 
charges American consumers twice the 
world rate for sugar? It makes no 
sense. Why do we have to have a slush 
fund for emergencies when nobody else 
has that sort of slush fund? Why do we 
have to have a new program for aspar-
agus? I think asparagus growers are 
probably pretty competitive. I don’t 
know who their competition is. Maybe 
the Chinese grow asparagus. I suspect 
most asparagus growers can compete 
with the Chinese. I prefer American as-
paragus, by the way. 

Let’s let the markets do this rather 
than create this bill which is such a 
mutation of every idea that Adam 
Smith put forward which has made, 
quite honestly, our country strong, the 
basis of which basically won the Cold 
War, which was that free markets 
work, capitalism works, competition 
works, the rules of supply and demand 
work, that you let people produce the 
product that has a comparative advan-
tage, and they produce it better and 
more efficiently, especially Americans, 
and you get it at a better price for the 
consumer, and the taxpayers don’t end 
up with the bill. 

I know I am not going to win this 
battle. The way this bill is structured, 
it is the classic log-rolling exercise. 
You pick this group that has this inter-
est and you give them a subsidy and 
they give you a vote. Then you go over 
here, pick this group, they have an in-
terest, they get a subsidy, and you get 
their vote. You pick this group that 
has an interest, give them a dramatic 
increase in their program—it all adds 
up to 80 votes around here. The only 
problem is, the people who pay are our 
kids and our consumers. This is taking 
a lamb chop to the head of the Amer-
ican consumer and just pounding him 
with it. I just thought of that. 

In any event, I have a point of order 
which lies against this bill which I 
wish to make at this time because this 
bill violates innumerable points of 
order in spirit, and were the budget the 
Senator from North Dakota brought to 
the floor in law at this time, passed as 
a resolution at this time, it would vio-
late them in reality also. But there is 
at least one budget point of order 
which is a holdover from a prior chair-
man which makes considerable sense, 
which is that you should not run up the 
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debt on the next generation by adding 
spending in outyears without paying 
for it that this bill still violates. 

Mr. President, section 203 of the 2008 
budget resolution makes it out of order 
to consider legislation that increases 
the deficit by more than $5 billion in 
the Senate for any of the four 10-year 
periods, starting in fiscal year 2018. 
The pending bill would increase the 
long-term net deficit in excess of $5 bil-
lion. Therefore, I raise a point of order 
under section 203 of S. Con. Res. 21 
against the pending bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, pursu-
ant to section 203 of the Concurrent 
Resolution 21, the Concurrent Resolu-
tion on the Budget for Fiscal Year 2008, 
I move to waive section 203 of that con-
current resolution for purposes of the 
pending conference report, and I ask 
for the yeas and nays at the appro-
priate time. 

Mr. GREGG. I thank the leaders on 
this bill for their courtesy on the floor, 
the chairman and the ranking member. 
They have given me more than a rea-
sonable amount of time to express my 
thoughts. I understand I have totally 
swayed them to my view and they will 
be joining me in my position. I also 
very much appreciate the courtesy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from North Dakota is recognized. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I have 

enjoyed immensely listening to the de-
scription of this bill of the Senator 
from New Hampshire who is the rank-
ing member of the Budget Committee, 
which I chair. I have great respect for 
Senator GREGG and affection for him. 

The description he has given of this 
bill has almost no relationship to the 
legislation that is before us. It is enor-
mously entertaining but it is largely a 
fiction. It is a fiction that is inter-
esting to listen to, but again it bears 
almost no relationship to the legisla-
tion before us. 

The Senator made reference to So-
viet economists. Let’s make clear, the 
American system of food production is 
the most efficient, the cheapest, the 
most plentiful, the most stable, the 
safest in the world. Americans have 
less of their disposable income going 
for food at this time than consumers at 
any time in the history of the world. 

Let me repeat that. The American 
consumer today enjoys the lowest cost 
of food in relationship to our income of 
any consumer in the history of the 
world. That is a fact. 

In fact, the Wall Street Journal pub-
lished, last year, an article in which 
they said—and I want to read this. I 
hope people will pay attention. People 
need to understand how remarkable 
the American agriculture system has 
been and is. This is what they said: 

The prospect for a long boom is riveting 
economists because the declining real price 

of grain has long been one of the unsung 
forces behind the development of the global 
economy. Thanks to steadily improving 
seeds, synthetic fertilizers and more power-
ful farm equipment, the productivity of 
farmers in the West and Asia has stayed so 
far ahead of population growth that prices of 
corn and wheat, adjusted for inflation, have 
dropped 75 percent and 69 percent, respec-
tively, since 1974. Among other things, fall-
ing grain prices made food more affordable 
for the world’s poor, helping shrink the per-
centage of the world’s population that is 
malnourished. 

That is a result of the genius of 
American farm policy and the extraor-
dinary productivity of American farm-
ers and ranchers working within that 
system. 

When the Senator says this counters 
market economics and leads to pay-
ments when prices are high, he obvi-
ously does not know how the farm pro-
gram works. It is the opposite of what 
the Senator suggested. The way the 
system works is there is support from 
the Government when prices are low to 
prevent a collapse of the productive 
system. When prices are high, the sup-
port fades away. That is the way the 
system works. It does not increase sup-
port at times of high prices. It is pre-
cisely the opposite. 

The Senator said the reform provi-
sions in this bill only save less than 
$300 million. Wrong. The reform provi-
sions in this bill save close to $3 bil-
lion, and I will specify that momen-
tarily. 

The Senator says the disaster pro-
gram is a slush fund. Really? A slush 
fund? Let’s review the facts. In the last 
3 years, every State in the Nation has 
received disaster payments—none of it 
budgeted for, none of it paid for. In this 
bill disaster assistance is budgeted for 
and paid for. That is a reform and that 
is a fact. 

One of the things I am most inter-
ested in is the Senator suggested mil-
lionaires could still get farm program 
support under this bill. Yes, and light-
ning strikes once in a while, too. Be-
cause that is what it would take for a 
millionaire to get support under this 
program. I have just gotten results 
from the IRS moments ago because I 
wanted to know, with the new limits 
put in place—which, by the way, are 
very dramatic reform. It used to be, 
under current law on nonfarmers, they 
had a limit of $2.5 million of adjusted 
gross income before they would start 
to lose farm program payments. We 
have reduced that for nonfarm income 
to $500,000. 

There is another limit for farm in-
come. Farm income, that had no limit 
in the past, now begins a limit at 
$750,000, at which, of that adjusted 
gross income, farm income of that 
amount, you lose all of your direct 
payments. But the two could go to-
gether. In other words, you could have 
somebody with $750,000 of farm income 
and $500,000 of nonfarm income, and 
still be under the limits. So I thought, 
wouldn’t it be interesting to find out 
how many farmers in the country 

would be in that category—$750,000 of 
farm income and $500,000 of nonfarm in-
come—because that is what the press is 
all talking about. They add the two to-
gether and then they double it because 
of a spouse. Do you know how many 
are in that category in the whole 
United States? How many would have 
$500,000 of nonfarm income and $750,000 
of farm income? 

Do you know how many the IRS has 
reported to me there are in the entire 
United States? Zero. None. So much for 
the argument from the Senator from 
New Hampshire. Facts are stubborn 
things. 

Let’s go to the essence of this bill. 
Why do we need support for farmers at 
all? It is a legitimate question. The 
Senator asked why don’t we do it for 
the guy who has a shoe store? Why 
don’t we do it for the guy who has some 
other small business? Here is the rea-
son. Because we are in a world econ-
omy in which our major competitors 
have made a decision to strongly sup-
port their producers—far more strongly 
than we support ours. 

Our major competitors in world agri-
culture are the Europeans. This is how 
much they spend to support their pro-
ducers: $134 billion. This is after the so- 
called cap reform in Europe that dra-
matically reduced what they do. This 
is where they wound up: $134 billion. 

Here is where we are: $43 billion. So 
they are outgunning us over 3 to 1 on 
support to their producers over what 
we do for ours. 

OK, I had an interviewer say to me: 
That is wrong. Maybe it is wrong but it 
is reality. What would happen if we 
yanked this support out from under our 
producers when our major competitors 
are providing three times as much sup-
port to theirs? We did an analysis. Do 
you know what we found? Here would 
be the result. Two words: Mass bank-
ruptcy. Because if your major competi-
tors are providing three times as much 
support to their producers as we pro-
vide to ours and we yank the rug out 
from under ours, guess what happens: 
The Europeans take over world agri-
culture. 

Wouldn’t that be great, if we became 
dependent on foreign food the way we 
are dependent on foreign oil? That is 
what the critics of this agriculture pol-
icy apparently would prefer. But those 
of us who have studied it and those of 
us who have fought to ensure that we 
retain a strong agriculture component 
in this country have concluded that 
would be a disaster for the American 
economy, for American consumers, and 
that would be a disaster for our farm-
ers and ranchers. 

Where does the money go in this bill? 
We have looked at, and just received, a 
final analysis. Two-thirds of the spend-
ing in this bill goes for nutrition—two- 
thirds of the money in this bill. This is 
the absolute low-ball estimate of what 
goes for nutrition. You could do an 
analysis that would take it up to as 
much as 73 or 74 percent. It depends on 
what you include and exclude. We have 
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tried to do this based on CBO analysis 
of the final scoring of this bill. 

Nine percent goes for conservation. 
Only 13.9 percent goes for commodities, 
that is the support for farmers and 
ranchers, and about 8 percent for crop 
insurance. That is where the money 
goes. 

When the other side asserts that this 
increases the deficit and it is not paid 
for, they are making things up. They 
are making things up. Because this is 
the score by the Congressional Budget 
Office. Here it is. This is not KENT 
CONRAD’s numbers. This is not the Ag-
riculture Committee’s numbers. These 
are the numbers of the Congressional 
Budget Office and the Joint Committee 
on Taxation. They are independent. 
They are professional. They are non-
partisan. They are responsible for the 
scoring of all legislation before the 
Congress of the United States, and here 
is their conclusion. Over 5 years, this 
bill saves $67 million. Over 10 years, it 
saves $110 million. So all the spending 
has been offset, has been paid for. In 
fact, we have done a little bit more. So 
the net result is to actually reduce the 
deficit over 5 years by a modest 
amount—$67 million; over 10 years by 
$110 million. 

But these are facts. This is not make 
believe. This is not make things up. 
This isn’t the administration saying 
there is $20 billion here above the base-
line—that is all made up. We are deal-
ing with facts. We are dealing with re-
ality. 

When I hear them make these claims 
that we did not address the administra-
tion’s concerns—we spent hour after 
hour after hour in this conference com-
mittee, attempting to address adminis-
tration concerns. I think we did a pret-
ty good job. The reality is the adminis-
tration changed their stated concerns 
so often it was hard to keep track of 
what their priority was. In fact, at the 
end they came to us and said they had 
no priority, that all of their demands 
were nonnegotiable, that all of them 
should be treated with equal impor-
tance. 

I have never negotiated with any ad-
ministration on anything that came in 
with a list of nonnegotiable demands 
and said everything had the highest 
priority, but here is what we tried to 
do. They said we had to limit any addi-
tional resources to $10 billion. We 
agreed to that. They said it had to be 
offset with spending cuts. We agreed to 
that. They said that the adjusted gross 
income limits for farmers and non-
farmers had to be reduced signifi-
cantly. We did that. They said there 
had to be beneficial interest reform to 
avoid the kind of scandal you saw in 
Katrina. We did that. 

The Senator from New Hampshire 
said we did not, that a farmer could 
simply pick the right time to market 
his crop and avoid the consequences of 
any kind of reasonable restraint. That 
is not—they have not read the bill. In 
the bill we give the administration spe-
cial authority in a disaster to prevent 

the Katrina abuse we all saw. In addi-
tion, we added an additional reform re-
quiring a 30-day moving average for 
prices before somebody could fix their 
marketing loan. That is a very signifi-
cant reform. Yet it is very clear, the 
critics have never bothered to read the 
bill. 

We also were asked by the adminis-
tration to provide a revenue counter-
cyclical program, and we did. 

They asked us to provide planting 
flexibility. And we did. They asked us 
to provide food aid flexibility. And we 
did. They have a series of miscella-
neous provisions we tried to honor, in-
cluding limitations on privatizing food 
stamps; Cuba trade provisions; out-of- 
lease fees. We answered each one of 
those objections. 

It does not stop there. Because we 
have heard the critics say there is no 
reform, no reform in this bill. I will tell 
you, that is the biggest fiction of all. 
That is the biggest fiction of all. Let’s 
talk about the reform that is in this 
bill. 

First, significant adjusted gross in-
come limit adjustments to prohibit 
payments to Manhattan millionaires. 
That is in this bill. We required pay-
ments to be attributed to living, 
breathing human beings instead of 
paper entities. We eliminated the 
three-entity rule that allowed paper 
entities to evade payment limits. 

We cut direct payments by $300 mil-
lion. We produced schedule F reform 
that will save $479 million. We re-
formed crop insurance, saving $5.6 bil-
lion. We decreased support for corn- 
based ethanol, saving $1.2 billion. We 
prohibited payments to cowboy starter 
kits and ranchettes. 

We reformed disaster assistance so 
that it is budgeted and paid for. I 
might also add, we reformed disaster 
assistance so we would prevent what 
happened in the bad old days where 
somebody could have a loss on one part 
of their operation and gains on another 
part and still get a disaster payment. 
That is all over. If you do not have, on 
your whole farm, disaster losses, you 
will not get a disaster payment in the 
future. That is reform. 

Facts are stubborn things. In short, 
we have gone the extra mile to address 
the administration’s legitimate re-
quests and provided reform in this bill. 

I wish to take a few minutes to ad-
dress three other claims the adminis-
tration has made, because they are es-
pecially egregious and false. 

The administration’s spokesman 
said: 

At a time of record farm income, Congress 
decides to further increase farm subsidy 
rates. 

More fiction. Here is the fact. The 
conference proposal does not increase 
subsidies at times of record farm in-
come. To the contrary, the conference 
proposal: cuts direct payments by $300 
million, reduces commodity spending 
by $3.5 billion, reduces the ethanol tax 
credit by $1.2 billion. 

The conference proposal only pays 
producers if prices collapse or when 

there is a loss of production. I am talk-
ing now about marketing loans. I am 
talking about the countercyclical pro-
gram. Let me give you an example of 
what they are talking about. 

They say we have increased farm sub-
sidy rates at a time of record farm in-
come. Let me give this example to 
show you how truly absurd that state-
ment is. Wheat prices now average 
about $8 a bushel. Okay. That is what 
you get when you go to market. You go 
to sell, you get about $8 a bushel for 
wheat. We increased the loan rate from 
$2.75 to $2.94. We increased the loan 
rate from $2.75 to $2.94. We increased 
the target price from $3.92 to $4.17. 

Obviously, neither one of those has 
any application when prices are high. 
The only way you would get the benefit 
of these safety net proposals is if prices 
were to collapse. We have not increased 
the support when prices are high; we 
have strengthened the safety net in 
case prices collapse. Facts are stubborn 
things. 

In fact, the only one—the only one— 
who is a party to these negotiations 
who talked about increasing support 
when prices are high was the adminis-
tration. They proposed increasing di-
rect payments by $5.5 billion. Those are 
payments that would go out to farmers 
at a time of high prices. Facts are stub-
born things. 

When they say there has been no re-
form in this bill, here is the total 
spending under the farm bill compared 
to total Federal spending: less than 2 
percent of Federal spending, and the 
support for commodity programs is 
one-quarter of 1 percent of the entire 
Federal budget; one-quarter of 1 per-
cent. 

When we wrote the farm bill in 2002, 
the estimates were that commodity 
programs would take three-quarters of 
1 percent of all Federal spending. So 
support for commodity programs has 
been cut by two-thirds. That is a dra-
matic reform. Where did the money go? 
All of the new money, the $10 billion 
we are above baseline here, has been 
paid for by other spending cuts. All of 
it went to nutrition. 

Now, on the disaster program—I want 
to end on this note—here are the 
States that got disaster payments over 
the last 3 years. Texas qualifies too, be-
cause it got payments. So every single 
State, and Guam, plus Puerto Rico, got 
support under the disaster program. 
None of it budgeted for, none of it paid 
for. In this disaster proposal, we budget 
for it and we pay for it. And to have 
the former chairman of the Budget 
Committee suggest this is a slush 
fund—no, no, no. What this is is being 
responsible. That is what this is called, 
because we know there are going to be 
disasters. We do not know what they 
are, we do not know where they are 
going to occur, but we know they will 
occur. Instead of leaving it out, putting 
it on the charge card, we budgeted for 
it and paid for it. This disaster pro-
gram is not only budgeted for and paid 
for, it also will only go to people who 
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actually have disaster losses. It also re-
quires them to have crop insurance. 

The CBO scoring proves this will in-
crease the use of crop insurance, which 
is good for taxpayers as well as farm-
ers. 

One other thing that is very impor-
tant to understand. This will protect 
against cuts in conservation. Because 
the one time they did pay for disaster 
programs, where did they take the 
money? They took it out of conserva-
tion. What a shortsighted approach 
that was. We have hopefully prevented 
that from happening again. 

I am extremely proud of the product 
that has been produced by this group of 
Senators and Congressmen on a bipar-
tisan basis. I thank our chairman, 
Chairman HARKIN, for bringing a vision 
of change to this farm bill. Without 
that vision, without his passion for it, 
without his pushing for it, moving in 
the direction of a greater emphasis on 
conservation, it would never have hap-
pened; and to our ranking member, 
Senator CHAMBLISS, who has been a 
strong guiding voice throughout these 
deliberations. He is somebody I formed 
a very close working relationship with 
as we wrote this bill. He has had the 
best interests not only of farmers and 
ranchers, he has had the best interests 
of this country foremost in his mind 
every step of the way. This country and 
certainly his State owes him an enor-
mous debt of gratitude. We thank Sen-
ator CHAMBLISS for the extraordinary 
time and effort he has put into this 
bill. 

To Chairman BAUCUS, the chairman 
of the Finance Committee, who has 
been such a rock throughout this proc-
ess, who provided strong leadership at 
every step of the way, and helped pro-
vide the financing, along with the 
ranking member of the Finance Com-
mittee, Senator GRASSLEY, who also 
participated in hour after hour, day 
after day, week after week, of delibera-
tions to form a bill that was respon-
sible, and who provided much of the 
push to get these reforms adopted. 

Now, I recognize this does not have 
all of the reforms certainly the Senator 
from Iowa would have liked, but we 
would never have gotten this much 
without his pushing. Chairman PETER-
SON, on the House side, no one worked 
harder to get this result. I applaud him 
for the remarkable vote in the House 
today. The legislation passed there 318 
to 106. That is in the face of a Presi-
dential veto threat. 

The ranking member, Congressman 
GOODLATTE, whom I came to have great 
respect for in these discussions; 
thoughtful, responsible, rational. 
Chairman RANGEL, who helped us with 
the funding so we could pay for this 
bill without any tax increase. 

Congressman POMEROY, the only 
Member of the House to serve on both 
Ways and Means and the House Agri-
culture Committee, who played such an 
important role. 

In the Senate we cannot forget those 
other Members who played such key 

roles: Senator LEAHY with the dairy 
provisions, former chairman of the 
committee; Senator STABENOW, who is, 
in large part, responsible for the dra-
matic improvement in the treatment 
of specialty crops that are such an im-
portant and growing part of American 
agriculture; and Senator LINCOLN, 
BLANCHE LAMBERT LINCOLN. I tell you, 
her constituents have got a fighter in 
their corner every day. Nobody is a 
more aggressive fighter for her folks 
than the Senator from Arkansas. 

Before I end, I wanted to say a few 
thanks to staff as well, because this 
has been an effort that has gone on 
well more than a year. I want to thank 
my own legislative director, Tom 
Mahr, who played such an important 
role in making this all work finan-
cially. Jim Miller, my lead negotiator. 
Jim Miller has given body and soul to 
this effort. I am so proud of him. He is 
an encyclopedia on agriculture. He is 
also extremely adept with the num-
bers. I estimate Jim Miller has spent 
3,000 hours on this effort. 

I also want to recognize Scott 
Stofferahn, who is my other lead nego-
tiator, who is the father of these dis-
aster provisions, worked with the agri-
culture commissioners around the 
country to come up with the provisions 
for this reform. 

John Fuher of my staff who is a 
young man who came on this team and 
brought his ‘‘A’’ game. Joe McGarvey, 
who does the energy work on my staff. 
Miles Patrie, who worked on the nutri-
tion provisions. My deepest apprecia-
tion for their extraordinary effort. Day 
after day, night after night, weekend 
after weekend sacrificed. 

To the chairman’s staff, Mark Hal-
verson and Susan Keith, who have 
spent—I would not even know how to 
calculate the time and effort. I do 
know Mark Halverson has gone gray in 
the effort. 

The Finance Committee staff, as 
well. Before I mention them, I wish to 
single out the extraordinary staff of 
Senator CHAMBLISS: Martha Scott 
Poindexter, Vernie Hubert, Hayden 
Milberg. What first-class people. These 
are the kinds of public servants who 
deserve everyone’s respect. 

On the Finance Committee staff, 
Russ Sullivan, Cathy Koch, Rebecca 
Baxter, Jon Selib, Senator BAUCUS’s 
legislative director. 

Senator GRASSLEY’s staff, who are 
outstanding as well, absolutely out-
standing: Elizabeth Paris, Kolan Davis, 
Mark Prater, first-rate people who did 
their level best for the American peo-
ple. 

I can tell you, I have never been more 
proud to be part of an effort than I was 
to be involved in this one. 

I see somebody else on the floor, the 
former chairman of the House Agri-
culture Committee, the Senator from 
Texas—the Senator from Kansas; I was 
seeing if I could get a rise out of him— 
Mr. ROBERTS, who has been of so much 
importance to this conference effort 
and to the effort in the Senate Agri-
culture Committee as well. 

I tell you, I am proud of this product. 
This is a bipartisan product. This is a 
bipartisan effort. It is good policy and 
it deserves our colleagues’ support. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SALAZAR). The Senator from Iowa. 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, this 

farm bill has been a very long process. 
Last fall the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee asked the Senate Finance Com-
mittee to help make up a budget short-
fall we faced, and the Finance Com-
mittee on which I serve stepped up to 
the plate. With eight members of the 
Finance Committee also being mem-
bers of the Agriculture Committee, we 
had a real desire to make sure rural 
America had the best farm bill pos-
sible. So following on what Senator 
CONRAD said about fellow Senators de-
serving compliments for their hard 
work, I am only going to single out my 
colleague from Iowa Senator HARKIN 
and my colleague from Georgia Sen-
ator CHAMBLISS, the top two members 
of the committee, thanking them for 
the countless hours and weekends they 
put into this bill for a long period of 
time; for some, over a period of a year. 

This was as difficult a farm bill to 
write and conference as I have ever 
seen. My colleagues so far have given a 
good overview of what this bill con-
tains and what it does for those who 
are hungry, those who are living in 
rural America, and those who are still 
involved in family farm operations. 
But I wanted to take a minute to high-
light a few of the items that were most 
important to me and, obviously, to my 
home State of Iowa. I think I have 
some experience to talk about because 
I still sharecrop with my son Robin. 

This isn’t a blanket approval of the 
bill. I did have some reservations about 
the bill because I didn’t think it went 
far enough in two true farm bill areas— 
payment limits and competition re-
form. 

First, the ban on packer ownership 
that had been a part of the Senate bill 
when it passed the Senate failed in an 
amendment I offered in conference 
committee. This is unfortunate be-
cause the livestock industry continues 
to become more vertically integrated 
and consolidated. I think that is bad 
for the independent producer. The re-
cent announcement, for instance, that 
JBS Swift plans to acquire Smithfield 
Beef Group, National Beef, and Five 
Rivers Feedlot should be alarming to 
us as legislators. I continually have to 
wonder if when we get down to just one 
single slaughterhouse, one single pack-
inghouse, will the Department of Jus-
tice and Congress begin to raise ques-
tions about the trend we have had for 
consolidation? This is a trend that con-
tinues to make it more difficult for 
independent producers to have choice 
in to whom they sell their livestock 
and making it more difficult to get a 
fair price for their livestock as the 
cash market continues to shrink. We 
were able to include some reforms in 
the livestock title, regardless of not 
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doing what I think should have been 
done. 

The Senate version of the farm bill 
included my language which banned 
mandatory arbitration clauses in pro-
duction contracts. I drafted this bill 
after hearing about problems where 
producers were being forced to enter 
into expensive arbitration proceedings, 
thus giving up all their rights to have 
disputes finally resolved through the 
independent judiciary. While we 
weren’t able to have the arbitration 
language from my bill included, we did 
reform production contracts to give 
growers a true choice in selecting dis-
pute resolution, ending the practice of 
forced mandatory arbitration in bind-
ing contracts. The farm bill conference 
report requires that contracts provide 
a clear statement of choice to pro-
ducers upfront as to which track of dis-
pute resolution they might want to 
use—arbitration or the court process. 
It also prohibits the integrators from 
pressuring growers to make one choice 
or the other. Any interference with the 
choice would constitute a violation of 
the Packers and Stockyards Act. Fur-
ther, the language states that if a 
grower declines arbitration upfront, 
that grower can still choose arbitra-
tion at the time the dispute arises, if 
both parties consent to the use of arbi-
tration. Together these provisions con-
stitute significant reforms and will 
help level the playing field for our 
growers. 

Secondly, I don’t think the payment 
limitation reform goes far enough, and 
Senator CONRAD recognized that in the 
final part of his remarks, that that is a 
concern I had. He did give me credit for 
pushing and pushing and pushing and 
bringing it to the point where it is. I 
believe it doesn’t go far enough. Be-
cause on this Senate floor, we had 57 
votes to reduce the cap on all three 
forms of commodity payments—direct 
payments, countercyclical and market 
loan benefits, and loan deficiency pay-
ments. But we ended up having a fight 
in conference just to keep those levels 
of current law. That is the good news. 
The bad news is we didn’t go as far as 
what those 57 votes on the floor of the 
Senate thought we should do, a hard 
cap of $250,000. 

So what did we do in its place? Sen-
ator CONRAD explained some of this, 
but I wish to emphasize it because it is 
a lot better than if we did what the 
President asked us to do today, that we 
not pass this bill. There is indication it 
will be vetoed and that we ought to ex-
tend the existing farm bill for 1 year or 
2 years. Well, when it comes to limita-
tions on farm income and who can par-
ticipate in the farm program and who 
cannot, those limitations in present 
law at $2.5 million are laughable and, 
quite frankly, aren’t even being en-
forced at that level presently. So I 
come to the conclusion that what we 
have is better than present law, not as 
good as what I want but, for the first 
time, having something that is fairly 
meaningful toward reform and limits 

on high-income people benefiting from 
the farm program. 

The adjusted gross income limit did 
come down substantially, so that is a 
step in the right direction. For the 
first time, we have a cap on farm in-
come of $750,000. Previously, there was 
no cap on farm income. It will bring a 
$2.5 million adjusted gross income cap 
on nonfarm income down from that $2.5 
million that I said is laughable and 
probably not enforced, down to a 
$500,000 cap on nonfarm income. But 
these adjusted gross income limits are 
still too high, frankly, as far as I am 
concerned. In some parts of the coun-
try, they may not be. I have to admit 
that even though I am a farmer, I may 
not understand agriculture in Cali-
fornia, Texas, and the Southeast. But I 
sure understand agriculture in the 
States of the Plains and the Midwest. 
You go to almost any farmer and tell 
them that we put this limit of $500,000 
in for nonfarm income or that we put 
in a $750,000 cap on farm income, they 
are going to kind of laugh at us and 
wonder if we haven’t been in Wash-
ington too long. 

On the other hand, negotiation 
around here is the art of compromise, 
and so I am going to vote for this bill 
with these caps in it. I am going to 
thank my colleagues who negotiated 
for going a lot further the last few days 
than I ever thought they would go. 
Hopefully, this keeps some people who 
have the ability to withstand natural 
disaster, to withstand sometimes poli-
tics affecting farm income, sometimes 
war, sometimes international trade 
issues affecting farm income, people at 
this level have the ability to withstand 
that. Smaller and medium-size farmers 
don’t have that ability. That is why we 
have a farm program. So there is some 
level of income where people ought to 
be able to withstand things that are be-
yond their control and still be in the 
business of farming. 

I am asking the people in the State 
of Iowa to look at these caps as being 
a step in the right direction, not satis-
fying me but still better than present 
law. That is why I think it is very nec-
essary that we get this into law. Hope-
fully, down the road we can make 
things even better. 

I happened to have the Government 
Accountability Office pull data for me 
on how many folks are actually getting 
payments over these new income lim-
its. Honestly, there aren’t a lot. The 
conference committee took steps, 
though, in other areas of reform; for in-
stance, in the right direction by elimi-
nating the three-entity rule and going 
to a system of direct attribution. In 
this particular instance, we do away 
with the legal subterfuge of where 
there are limits in existing law, that 
people could split up into three dif-
ferent units and each unit get the lim-
its that are presently allowed. So that 
legal subterfuge is done away with. 
Also, in the commodity title, the ad-
ministration, the House, and the Sen-
ate all recognize the importance of in-

cluding revenue protection programs 
for farmers. All three groups, however, 
took different approaches. I am pleased 
that an average crop revenue program 
was included in the final bill as an op-
tion for farmers and particularly be-
cause the hard work from this comes 
from a lot of corn producers in my 
State. 

Not only that, we were able to make 
the program a more viable option for 
producers and make it available to 
them in the next crop year, 2009. I am 
excited to see what type of participa-
tion we get in the program and the out-
come of it, so that in the next farm bill 
debate, we can decide whether revenue 
protection works. The people who 
thought this up, those of us on the 
committee who went with the rec-
ommendations, have confidence in the 
people who thought it up. But there is 
nothing like the real world of seeing 
whether it works. So we have a few 
years to make that determination. I 
hope it does work. 

In addition, the White House has con-
tinued to say Congress can’t use timing 
shifts to save money and somehow they 
didn’t count. Well, they do count be-
cause farmers are going to have to 
make a judgment in the way they do 
things to accommodate. Farm program 
payments will come later in the year, 
but they will be expected to make crop 
insurance payments earlier. So in fact, 
these do count and will pinch the 
cashflow of a lot of independent pro-
ducers, whether the White House wants 
to believe it or not. 

All that being said, I am pleased this 
farm bill is making significant invest-
ments in rural America. I would like to 
point out a program that I have named 
the Value-Added Producer Grant Pro-
gram as one of those. It has had a bit 
of a facelift since I first worked on 
this. I bet it has been 6 or 7 years ago. 
But it is targeting funds directly to be-
ginning farmers and to ranchers, which 
is critical to getting young farmers 
into business. I continue to hear good 
things about these dollars being in-
vested right into rural communities, 
and so I am pleased we could get some 
mandatory money into the program, 
even though the farm bill dollars were 
very tight. 

I have also worked to give Black 
farmers, African-American farmers, ap-
plying for Farm Service Agency loans 
who were involved in the Pigford v. 
USDA discrimination lawsuit a chance 
to have their claims heard. That is why 
I introduced earlier in 2007 the Pigford 
Claims Remedy Act. There were cir-
cumstances out of these farmers’ con-
trol, and they weren’t able to get their 
claims filed timely. The conference re-
port provides that these claimants who 
have not had their cases determined on 
the merits may, in civil action, obtain 
that determination. In other words, 
they are going to have their day in 
court that they feel they did not get 
with the administrative process. It is 
time justice was done for these Afri-
can-American farmers. Civil rights at 
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the U.S. Department of Agriculture has 
management problems that still need 
to be addressed, so I want that depart-
ment to know I will be watching over 
the administration of this Pigford pro-
gram very carefully. 

Last year, I called for a Government 
Accountability Office report on farm 
payments going to farmers who had al-
ready died. We even held a hearing on 
this issue before the Senate Finance 
Committee. The Farm Service Agency 
paying dead farmers was a classic ex-
ample of waste, fraud, and abuse. It is 
a classic example of a department not 
doing its job. 

Now, I am not saying there might not 
be legitimate reasons to keep estates 
of dead people open for a few years. But 
there was something wrong with people 
who did not report that the structure 
of the farming operation had changed, 
that somebody had died, and continued 
to get farm program payments in a 
dead person’s name. 

So the farm bill is proactive in re-
quiring the U.S. Department of Agri-
culture to check payments against tax-
payers’ ID numbers at the Internal 
Revenue Service. I am cautiously opti-
mistic, however. I requested a new 
Government Accountability Office re-
port, and in preliminary briefings I 
have learned that the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture does not even enforce 
the current $2.5 million AGI limits. It 
makes me wonder how they are ever 
going to enforce the more complicated 
AGI limits we have put in place. 

I should also add that based on the 
two Government Accountability Office 
reports already released, we closed a 
fraudulent farm loss loophole that al-
lows operations to evade payment lim-
its. We also were able to shut down the 
generic certificate abuse with new 
Commodity Credit Corporation 1099 re-
porting that I had asked the Treasury 
Department to do something about 
way back in 2001, and, quite frankly, 
they have done nothing. 

Another issue I often hear from con-
stituents about is the abuse of the 
rural broadband loans going into areas 
where service is either already pro-
vided by other capable entities or a 
high percentage of households already 
have service. I do not believe the Gov-
ernment should be in the business of 
subsidizing competition. We ought to 
be in the business of helping people 
who do not even have the service. 

Thus, we were able to include in the 
new farm bill a requirement that in 
order to be eligible for a loan, the pro-
vider needs to be applying for an area 
where 25 percent of the people do not 
have service and where not more than 
three incumbent service providers are 
already located. 

I want to shift gears a bit now from 
the Agriculture Committee’s role to 
my role as a member of the Senate Fi-
nance Committee. Through that role, I 
was able to secure even more reforms 
to agricultural policy while protecting 
the interests of farmers and ranchers. 

When the House passed this bill with 
a revenue offset for the extra agricul-

tural spending, I raised a concern to 
the tax-writing committees. By yield-
ing several billion dollars in new rev-
enue for new spending, the Ways and 
Means Committee established, in my 
judgment, a very dangerous precedent. 

There is always great temptation for 
any committees in the Congress that 
have a veracious appetite for new 
spending to view the Ways and Means 
Committee on the other side of the Hill 
or the Finance Committee in the Sen-
ate—the tax-writing committees, in 
other words—as some sort of a cash 
register. From a fiscal disciplinary 
standpoint, this pressure, if unchecked, 
will lead to larger and larger govern-
ment and higher and higher taxes. 

The hard-working American taxpayer 
is the loser because revenue offsets are 
diverted from the highest and best 
uses: tax policy and deficit reduction. 
The proliferation of reserve funds in 
budget resolutions under both parties— 
I want to say both parties; so my party 
is guilty of this as well—is very clear 
evidence of this pressure as well. Those 
reserve funds might as well be labeled 
as tax-and-spend funds because the 
committees that request them are not 
likely to cut any spending. 

So I raised concerns early in the farm 
bill deliberation about a very dan-
gerous slippery slope that Congress or 
the tax-writing committees might be 
heading for. 

So I am pleased to say in the Senate 
process, Chairman BAUCUS listened to 
my concerns and agreed. We made it 
clear that we would hold the line, and 
we did hold the line. The Finance Com-
mittee marked up a bill that took care 
of agricultural priorities. But where we 
use Finance Committee resources, we 
kept the benefits and authority within 
the Finance Committee. 

Everyone knows the Finance Com-
mittee action made it possible for the 
Agriculture Committee to move for-
ward to spend more money than was in 
the baseline. We took some of the pol-
icy pressure, then, off of the Agri-
culture Committee. 

The schedule and press stories bear 
out that basic point. We held the line 
between agricultural policy in the Ag-
riculture Committee and agricultural 
policy in the Finance Committee when 
the farm bill was processed on the Sen-
ate floor. Remember, that passed, I 
think, with 77 votes. 

Now, the conference was quite a dif-
ferent matter. In the end, we kept a de-
cent but much smaller package of agri-
cultural tax relief offsets with agricul-
tural tax reforms. We also split the 
baby, from the jurisdictional point of 
view. 

An extension of the Customs user 
fees, which is a tax-writing committee 
offset, was used to offset the $10 billion 
in new agricultural spending; in other 
words, meaning the $10 billion above 
baseline. About half of that, the part 
dealing with the new agricultural dis-
aster relief trust fund, is in Finance 
Committee jurisdiction. The balance is 
going to pay for new agricultural 
spending above the budget baseline. 

In my view, this was an unfortunate 
and troubling compromise for the tax- 
writing committees. We mitigated 
some of the damage to the institu-
tional structure of the tax-writing 
committees, but we also at the same 
time opened the door. It is a door I was 
glad to keep slammed shut during the 
years I chaired the Finance Com-
mittee. I worry greatly about the 
precedent that has been set here. Pres-
sure will be brought to bear in the fu-
ture for more nontax-writing com-
mittee spending to be offset with Fi-
nance Committee resources. 

I sincerely worry about the effect of 
this precedent on the power and re-
sources of the two chairmen, my 
friends, Mr. RANGEL, the chairman of 
the House Ways and Means Committee, 
and Senator BAUCUS, the chairman of 
the Senate Finance Committee. Other 
committees are loathe to cut their 
spending and to reform large programs 
in their jurisdictions. 

So the easy street for other commit-
tees is to assign their funding problems 
to the tax-writing committees and to 
blame the tax-writing committees for 
any funding problems. As my friends, 
the two chairmen, know better than 
anyone else, the demands within the 
tax-writing committees for offsets are 
a big challenge just to do the work the 
tax-writing committees have to do. 

I hope we all have learned a lesson. 
We should not use the tax-writing com-
mittees’ resources as an easy way out 
for other committees that are reluc-
tant to make the tough choices in the 
oversight and development of programs 
in their jurisdiction. 

There have been also some signifi-
cant benefits, though, from the Senate 
Finance Committee’s involvement in 
this bill. 

The farm bill also includes some cus-
toms and trade provisions that I want 
to address. First, it includes a com-
promise on expanding our existing 
trade preference program for Haiti. 

This was a priority for the chairman 
of the House Ways and Means Com-
mittee. In addition to expanding Hai-
ti’s trade preferences, the compromise 
calls upon the President to identify 
any textile or apparel producers in 
Haiti that fail to comply with core 
labor standards, as defined in the legis-
lation, or the labor laws of Haiti that 
relate to the core labor standards. 

The statement of managers accom-
panying the conference report states 
very clearly that the Conferees recog-
nize that the core labor standards de-
fined in the legislation refer to the 
rights as listed in the 1998 Inter-
national Labor Organization Declara-
tion on Fundamental Principles and 
Rights at Work and its Follow Up. 

We voted for the 1998 ILO Declara-
tion. We respect, promote, and realize 
the labor standards stated in the 1998 
ILO Declaration. Moreover, the legisla-
tion applies only with respect to labor 
practices in Haiti. It does not address 
and cannot impact our domestic labor 
practices in any way. 
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Now, the legislation further calls 

upon the International Labor Organiza-
tion to report periodically on the com-
pliance of individual producers in Haiti 
with the core labor standards and the 
labor laws of Haiti. 

And the legislation directs that in 
identifying producers that fail to com-
ply with core labor standards, the 
President shall consider these ILO re-
ports. The President is free to consider 
any other information, and the final 
decision rests entirely with the Presi-
dent. 

Nothing in the legislation forces the 
President to make any particular de-
termination. It just says that the 
President shall consider these reports. 

And if the President determines that 
a producer in Haiti is not in compli-
ance and refuses to comply, the legisla-
tion directs the President to withdraw, 
suspend, or limit benefits to that pro-
ducer under the trade preference pro-
gram until the producer comes into 
compliance. 

As I said at the outset of my re-
marks, I am not making a blanket en-
dorsement of the farm bill. I have my 
reservations. Had I written the Haiti 
provisions from scratch, they would 
have looked very different. But this 
issue was part of a broader negotiation, 
and compromises were necessary if we 
were going to produce a final product. 

The proponents compromised too. 
Originally they proposed requiring the 
President to withdraw trade benefits 
solely as a consequence of the ILO re-
ports. That was never something I 
could accept. Ultimately, they dropped 
that demand and agreed to defer to the 
President’s discretion. 

The compromise language that is in 
the bill is specific to Haiti and re-
sponds to the unique economic and po-
litical situation in that country. I ac-
cepted it based on that narrow context 
as part of an overall compromise to 
conclude these negotiations. 

Another issue that we addressed in 
the farm bill is a recent proposal by 
the Customs and Border Protection 
agency to change the way certain im-
ports are valued for purposes of assess-
ing duties. 

The agency proposed eliminating its 
current practice of allowing importers 
to base customs value on the first price 
paid in a series of transactions that 
culminate in the importation of a prod-
uct into the United States. Customs 
has instead proposed a mandate that 
importers must use the last trans-
action price. 

This proposal has drawn significant 
concern from the business community 
and in Congress, for a number of rea-
sons. First, it appears to counter an es-
tablished practice that has been around 
since at least 1988. And some argue 
that it would lead to tariff increases of 
8 to 15 percent. 

Moreover, Customs doesn’t collect 
data on the extent to which the so- 
called first-sale option is used. Nor 
does the agency have a clear sense of 
the economic impact of the proposed 

change. Yet the agency did not consult 
Congress or the business community 
before proposing this change in admin-
istrative practice. 

Consequently, we included a provi-
sion that directs Customs to collect ad-
ditional data for 1 year on the usage of 
the first-sale option. We further di-
rected the International Trade Com-
mission to submit a report to Congress 
analyzing the data to be collected by 
Customs. 

Finally, we included a sense of Con-
gress that Customs shall not imple-
ment any change to disallow the first- 
sale option prior to January 1, 2011. 
After that date, Customs can imple-
ment a change but only if the agency 
consults with the committees of juris-
diction in Congress and the business 
community, and also receives approval 
for such a change from the Treasury 
Department. 

That is because the Treasury Depart-
ment retains rulemaking authority 
over Customs regulations, though a 
portion of that authority has been del-
egated to the Department of Homeland 
Security. 

I do want to say some other things 
the Senate Finance Committee has 
done. We create a new, temporary cel-
lulosic biofuels production tax credit. 
This provision will encourage the de-
velopment of a new cutting edge alter-
native biofuel industry. 

Cellulosic biofuels can be produced 
from agricultural waste, wood chips, 
switchgrass, and other nonfood feed-
stocks. With an abundant and diverse 
source of feedstocks available, cel-
lulosic biofuels hold tremendous prom-
ise as a home-grown alternative to fos-
sil-based fuels. 

With cellulosic ethanol, and with the 
additional feedstocks from corn stover, 
from wood chips, from switchgrass, and 
other things that have cellulose in 
them, we are going to be able to move 
beyond just grain being used to make 
ethanol. 

Now, that is going to solve some 
problems. But one of the problems that 
it is going to solve, if people will be pa-
tient, are these demagogic statements 
that are going on now about the pro-
duction of ethanol bringing up the high 
price of food. 

Ethanol is being blamed for every-
thing right now. Ethanol is being 
blamed for rice going up. We do not 
make ethanol out of rice. Bread goes 
up. They have riots in Cairo, and corn 
ethanol is being blamed for it. There is 
a whole conspiracy on the part of the 
grocery manufacturers of America, hir-
ing a public relations firm to put on a 
6-month crusade against ethanol. It is 
a scapegoat. It is intellectually dis-
honest. 

In 1980, the people of this country 
asked Congress to put some incentives 
in because we ought to have renewable 
fuels, and ethanol was the direction to 
go. The farmers of America responded 
by growing more corn. Farmers in-
vested, setting up ethanol plants. For 
25 years, there have been incentives for 

ethanol production. Ethanol is becom-
ing a major component now through 
renewable fuels and less dependence 
upon foreign sources of oil. For 25 
years, everything about ethanol has 
been good, good, good, good—whether 
it was good for the farmers, good for 
the environment, good for jobs in rural 
America, or good for less dependence 
on foreign sources of energy. 

Then, all of a sudden, corn goes up to 
$4 a bushel a year ago, and then every-
body gets on ethanol. It is an intellec-
tually dishonest attack that irritates 
the heck out of me, and I think we 
ought to band together as we always 
have done. The farmers of this country 
responded when the country wanted re-
newable fuels, and for 25 years nothing 
bad was said about ethanol. Then, all 
of a sudden, the price of food goes up, 
and ethanol gets blamed for it. 

Ninety-five percent of the grain in 
the world is eaten; 95 percent of the 
grain is eaten. Last year the farmers of 
America planted more acres to corn 
than any year since 1944. The farmers 
of America produced 2.3 billion more 
bushels of corn last year. Only 600 mil-
lion bushels of that 2.3 billion bushels 
of corn went into ethanol. 

The other 1.7 billion bushels are 
available for everything else anybody 
wants to use them for, including if 
they want to eat the same corn ani-
mals eat. Yet I am hearing people com-
plain about ethanol being the reason 
that rice and wheat are high priced and 
somehow scarce. We have to wake up 
the people of this country to the fact 
that the farmers of America responded 
when they wanted alternative energy, 
and that alternative energy is not at 
fault. 

In fact, Iowa State University has 
studies showing that the price of gaso-
line would be 30 or 40 cents higher 
today if it had not been for what eth-
anol is producing. We have to get over 
it. Maybe this new program on biofuels 
from things other than grain will help 
calm that, I hope, because cellulosic 
biofuels is still science in the making, 
and scientists are telling us in 3 to 5 
years it is going to be commercially 
viable. 

This bill, then, includes a new, tem-
porary cellulosic biofuels production 
tax credit for up to $1 per gallon, avail-
able through December 31, 2012, as an 
incentive toward cellulosic ethanol, 
the same way we have since 1980 on a 
tax incentive for ethanol from grain. 

This provision is estimated to cost 
about $403 million over a 10-year period 
of years that the tax credit is available 
to American investors who are willing 
to take the risk of producing cellulosic 
ethanol. 

The new cellulosic biofuels produc-
tion tax credit will be funded in part by 
a 2-year extension of the tariff on eth-
anol and reform in the current ethanol 
blenders’ credit, which will be reduced 
from 51 cents per gallon to 45 cents per 
gallon on January 1, 2009, the first day 
the cellulosic producers’ credit will be 
available. One other thought that came 
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to my mind just now about an attack 
on ethanol. We have people who have 
voted for ethanol in this Senate. Twen-
ty-two of them have sent a letter to 
the EPA saying that the mandate on 
ethanol ought to be lifted—the very 
same Senators who have complained 
because we aren’t doing enough for re-
newable energy. 

The last tax title I wish to refer to— 
and then, for my colleagues, I am just 
about done—is the Conservation Re-
serve Program payments. We have had 
this situation where the IRS has been 
taxing cash payments that farmers re-
ceive from Conservation Reserve Pro-
gram payments—CRP payments—with 
the Social Security tax, the payroll 
tax. If you are a farmer receiving cash 
payments, if you rent your land and 
you receive cash payments, you obvi-
ously don’t pay Social Security tax on 
that money. But the IRS ruled that if 
you were getting cash payments on 
CRP, you had to pay Social Security 
on it. So we take care of that problem 
in this bill as well. That is something 
we have been working on since 1999, 
and I am glad to have the opportunity 
to correct something the IRS has done 
that is an injustice to landowners who 
receive cash payments. 

I understand that some of my col-
leagues have concerns over the exten-
sion of the ethanol tariff in the farm 
bill. 

I would like to point out that the 
United States already provides signifi-
cant opportunities for countries to ship 
ethanol into our market duty-free. 

Numerous countries don’t pay the 
U.S. ethanol tariff at all. Through our 
free trade agreements and trade pref-
erence programs, some 73 countries 
currently have duty-free access to the 
U.S. market for ethanol fully produced 
in those countries. 

For all other countries, including 
Brazil—the world’s major exporter of 
ethanol—the United States provides 
duty-free access through a carve-out in 
the Caribbean Basin Initiative. 

So Brazilian ethanol exporters cur-
rently don’t have to pay the U.S. tariff. 

Under the Caribbean Basin Initiative, 
ethanol produced in Brazil and other 
countries that is merely dehydrated in 
a Caribbean country can enter the 
United States duty-free up to 7 percent 
of the U.S. ethanol market. That is 
very generous access. 

Moreover, this duty-free access—as it 
captures 7 percent of U.S. ethanol con-
sumption—grows every year. 

Yet Brazil and other countries have 
never come close to hitting this 7 per-
cent cap. In fact, as of Monday, the 7 
percent cap was filled only 23 percent 
for the year. So we are almost halfway 
into 2008, and foreign ethanol exporters 
haven’t even filled by one-quarter the 
generous duty-free access that we give 
them. 

And it isn’t that the Caribbean Basin 
Initiative countries don’t have the ca-
pacity to dehydrate more Brazilian 
ethanol. They do. Current dehydration 
capacity in the Caribbean Basin Initia-

tive countries is 580 million gallons, 
well above the over 452 million gallon 
duty-free allotment for 2008. 

Brazil isn’t taking full advantage of 
the duty-free treatment currently 
available to it. I don’t know why we 
should bend over backwards to provide 
yet more duty-free access for Brazil. 

This is especially the case given Bra-
zil’s stance in the Doha Round negotia-
tions of the World Trade Organization. 
Brazil is resisting efforts to further 
open its market to imports of U.S. in-
dustrial goods and services. 

We shouldn’t even discuss reducing 
or lifting the tariff until Brazil takes 
full advantage of its current ability to 
ship ethanol duty-free to the U.S. mar-
ket. 

Finally, the ethanol tariff is a rev-
enue-raiser for the farm bill. The cost 
of the new cellulosic biofuels produc-
tion tax credit will be offset, in part, 
by an extension of this tariff. In this 
way, the ethanol tariff will help us 
move toward the development of a new 
cutting edge alternative biofuel indus-
try that will produce fuels from agri-
cultural waste, woodchips, switchgrass, 
and other nonfood feedstocks. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen-

ior Senator from Arkansas is recog-
nized. 

Mrs. LINCOLN. Mr. President, I rise 
today to add my support as well to the 
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 
2008. It has been a very long and ardu-
ous process, but I think those of us who 
have been extremely engaged in this 
process are proud. We are proud of the 
hard, bipartisan work that has gone 
into this bill, and we are proud of the 
product. Although many of us know 
that none of us could get everything we 
wanted in this bill, we worked hard in 
a bipartisan way and in a way that was 
respectful to the diversity of this coun-
try to come up with a product we could 
all rally around and be supportive of on 
behalf of this country and the hard- 
working farmers out there who support 
this country as well as those of us who 
enjoy their bounty, not to mention the 
many other good components of this 
bill we worked hard together on, again, 
in a bipartisan way to come up with a 
good result. 

However, the finish line being in 
sight, it is still not quite over yet. 
That is why I wish to first of all en-
courage my colleagues to send a strong 
message to President Bush to sign this 
bill that supports rural America and 
sets a long-term strategy for investing 
in those communities across this land 
that provide us with the unbelievable 
bounty this great Nation affords us. 

This is only my third farm bill, so I 
have not been engaged in this process 
quite as long as many of my colleagues 
who have already spoken. But I have to 
tell my colleagues, as Senator CONRAD 
mentioned, I feel quite passionate 
about this bill because I feel quite pas-
sionate about the farm families in this 
country. 

I myself come from a seventh-genera-
tion Arkansas farm family, and I have 

watched, as I have grown up—not just 
in my own family but in families 
across our State—the hard-working 
communities that take such a sense of 
pride in being Americans but, more im-
portantly, providing for this country 
and the world the safest, most abun-
dant and affordable supply of food and 
fiber anybody could. 

Yes, I am sure my colleagues will be 
delighted when I sit down and quiet up 
because I have been extremely pas-
sionate about this bill because I believe 
in those people of my State. I believe 
in the passion and the pride they have 
in who they are as Arkansans and, 
more importantly, who they are as 
Americans. 

I am proud of the work we have done, 
and I am proud to have fought hard for 
their needs and their concerns, for the 
diversity they represent in the infinite 
number of business operations and 
farm operations that exist in this great 
country, enabling us as a nation to be 
able to say that we can provide the 
most efficient and effective production 
of food and fiber for the world, particu-
larly at a time when, as my colleague 
from Iowa mentioned, in places across 
the globe people are fighting over food 
and the need for food. We have the 
hard-working farm families of this 
country to thank for the incredible ef-
fort of making sure we don’t go 
through that, that we don’t experience 
those things. 

I wish to first start by thanking the 
chairman of our Agriculture Com-
mittee, Chairman HARKIN, and his 
hard-working staff. I wish to thank the 
chairman for his leadership throughout 
this process and, again, although none 
of us got everything we wanted in this 
bill, his willingness and the willingness 
of his staff to be consistently there for 
us and to listen to the concerns we 
have expressed. I appreciate all of the 
hard work and the many hours they 
have put into this. 

I wish to thank not just his staff but 
the staff of all of the other Members 
who have worked so diligently with me 
and my staff through this process. We 
do have many perspectives in this bill 
from many different regions of this 
country, but we do know at the end of 
the day how to be respectful of one an-
other. 

I especially wish to thank the rank-
ing member, Senator CHAMBLISS, and 
without a doubt his incredible staff, 
Martha Scott Poindexter and Vernie 
Hubert, who have been tremendous and 
have put incredibly hard work into this 
bill. They have been not only a great 
asset in the putting together of this 
bill, but they have been good friends, 
and I am enormously grateful. 

I wish to thank Chairman BAUCUS for 
his work and the excellent work of his 
staff on this very important tax title, 
along with his ranking member Sen-
ator GRASSLEY and his staff. Their ef-
forts to secure funding for this bill 
have been tremendous. 

I also wish to say a special thanks to 
Senator CONRAD and his staff. They 
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have sought to find the common 
ground and to bring people to the 
table. They have been thoughtful. They 
have been understanding. They have 
been tireless at making sure there was 
a reasonableness about our discussions 
and that the facts and the figures were 
clear as we debated all of these issues. 

So many of the other members of the 
committee as well as Members of the 
body who have engaged in all of these 
discussions have done a tremendous job 
in bringing this all together. 

Of course, on the House side, Chair-
man PETERSON and Ranking Member 
GOODLATTE as well as Chairman RAN-
GEL have done an incredible job in 
working with us, and we appreciate so 
much their hard work. 

I would also like to add my special 
thanks to my own staff, Ted Serafini 
and Anna Taylor, who have been an in-
credible support for me and made a tre-
mendous effort in making sure our 
voice from Arkansas and the voices of 
the people we represent were so pas-
sionately heard with such great exper-
tise, as well as my former staffer Rob-
ert Holifield, who worked very hard on 
this bill before he left our staff. 

Those of us on the conference com-
mittee have worked hard to come up 
with this bill, and we wanted it to be 
practical. We wanted it to be realistic 
and exhibit the reforms that so many 
people have been asking for. A lot of 
time and energy was put into the final 
bill, and it is a good compromise. While 
it doesn’t contain everything, as I said, 
that I want to see or anybody else on 
the committee wanted to see, it does 
ensure that we maintain the blessings 
we have here in this great country of 
American agriculture. 

I often say to people at home that 
what we should be doing up here is not 
looking for legislation to be a work of 
art but to be a work in progress. As 
many of us who have worked on many 
farm bills know, it is a work in 
progress and continues to be—not just 
in what we do with this farm bill, but, 
as the Senator from Iowa mentioned, 
we look for making sure that the ac-
tions we have taken do not have unin-
tended consequences and that we pay 
close attention to ensure that the 
things we have done do not dispropor-
tionately harm our great efforts of pro-
duction agriculture. 

From day one, there was a lot of 
give-and-take. In the end, I think 
Members and their staffs have pro-
duced a good compromise and a com-
promise that respects and appreciates 
the diversity of our country and cer-
tainly the great wealth and bounty of 
what our Nation has. 

There are so many good things in 
this bill to be proud of, and I am. Sev-
eral of my colleagues have already 
touched on the increased investment in 
nutrition, renewable energy, conserva-
tion, and rural development. All of 
these will benefit our country greatly. 

As one of the cochairs and cofounders 
of the Senate Hunger Caucus, I am 
very proud that nutrition was a pri-

ority in this bill. This bill commits 
$10.36 billion—nearly 73 percent of the 
bill—for nutrition to continue the fight 
against hunger. Hunger is a disease we 
can cure. We know how to cure it. We 
simply have to set it as a priority, and 
this bill does. 

It represents the largest amount of 
funding for nutrition programs in our 
Nation’s history. At a time when 20 
million Americans are living in pov-
erty, it should represent certainly no 
less. One billion of that is allocated for 
the Fresh Fruit and Vegetable Pro-
gram which provides free fresh fruits 
and vegetables to low-income children 
in our schools nationwide. It also ex-
pands the Senior Farmers Market Pro-
gram by $50 million to help them pur-
chase fresh fruits at places like farmers 
markets and roadside stands through-
out the country. I am proud that the 
bill aims to reduce food insecurity 
among our children and our elderly, 
among our low income and those who 
are in need. This is a good part of our 
bill. 

This bill also provides farm families, 
ranchers, and small businesses 
throughout the greater part of rural 
America with the opportunities and 
the incentives to develop renewable en-
ergy sources and continue the drive to-
ward greater energy efficiency in this 
country. As we have seen with the huge 
rise in gas prices this year, reducing 
our dependence on foreign oil is an ab-
solute necessity for our Nation’s future 
security. I see the passion in my Ar-
kansas farmers and entrepreneurs in 
rural Arkansas and across this great 
country for producing alternative and 
renewable energy sources. They stand 
ready. They stand ready to take advan-
tage of the incentives and the call we 
have in this bill to lessen our depend-
ence on foreign oil and empower our 
own selves, our own country with re-
newable fuels that will not only create 
jobs but provide a better environment 
for future generations. In this bill, we 
have the beginnings particularly of 
making sure we not only lessen our de-
pendence on foreign oil but we do so in 
a way that is good for our environ-
ment. 

I am also grateful that an important 
provision in this bill that I supported 
will bring tax parity to the timber in-
dustry which is so important to my 
State. This change will help our timber 
farmers and millers remain competi-
tive globally during tough economic 
times. Last year, the downturn in the 
forestry industry resulted in the loss of 
more than 3,000 jobs and nearly $14 mil-
lion in State and local revenues in my 
State of Arkansas. 

Conservation is also a big part of this 
package. It does a tremendous amount. 
As a farmer’s daughter, I saw no great-
er conservationist than my own father, 
as a farmer who took great pride in not 
only the land of our farm and the fu-
ture generations who would get to use 
that land but also in the conservation 
that surrounded our farm and in our 
county, because not only was it impor-

tant to his livelihood and for future 
generations of our family, for the ex-
pertise and his productivity on our 
farm, but it also was an enhancement 
and an unbelievable endowment to fu-
ture generations for the wonderful pas-
time that so many Arkansans enjoy. 
Whether it is fishing in our rivers and 
streams, whether it is hunting in our 
forests, all of the many things we see 
in our State that my children and 
other Arkansans enjoy, it is a true 
blessing to see that conservation, and 
certainly it is important to our agri-
culture producers and others. 

The chairman, Chairman HARKIN, has 
been a tireless advocate for conserva-
tion programs, and we appreciate that. 
I am pleased that once again he has 
produced a bill that is progressive in 
this area. 

It includes a $4 billion increase in 
conservation programs, including a $1.3 
billion investment in the Wetlands Re-
serve Program, which is very popular 
and productive in my State. We have 
the largest timber wetlands in North 
America, with the White River Water-
fowl Refuge, along with the incredible 
lands—mostly nonproductive farm-
lands—that have been put into the wet-
lands reserve and the wetlands pro-
gram and have contributed greatly to 
the environment. We have not only 
spotted the ivory-billed woodpecker, 
but we have tremendous migratory 
birds—not only the waterfowl but some 
of the largest areas for neotropical mi-
gratory birds, songbirds. It is a wonder-
ful asset for this country and for future 
generations. 

It ensures we are the best stewards of 
the land that we possibly can be and, 
above all, it helps us to leave our chil-
dren with the environment they de-
serve. 

It also includes a tax deduction to re-
duce the costs of implementing recov-
ery plans under the Endangered Spe-
cies Act. I see Senator CRAPO, whom I 
have worked a lot with on this issue. 

The current Endangered Species Act 
plays a crucial role in protecting 
threatened endangered species and 
habitats and in promoting species re-
covery. However, on private lands, 
which are relied upon by the majority 
of threatened species for their survival 
and recovery, the current law doesn’t 
provide all the necessary tools we need. 

This provision in the farm bill en-
sures that our private landowners are 
given the incentives they need to pro-
tect our endangered and threatened 
species and engage with State govern-
ments and the Federal Government to 
protect them by making sure they can 
work on their land and give the needed 
protections that are needed in order to 
protect the habitats so we never even 
see these species going on the endan-
gered species list to begin with. 

This bill also provides an additional 
$150 million to promote economic 
growth, improve infrastructure, and 
create jobs in rural America through 
the rural development title. 

This investment will help improve 
access to broadband in rural America, 
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as well as provide loans for rural hos-
pitals, so they can provide the best 
care for patients living in those rural 
areas. 

Oftentimes, I think many of us who 
grow up in rural America, and who go 
home regularly to rural America, won-
der if inside the beltway there are 
enough people still here who under-
stand the importance of infrastructure 
needs and investing in rural America— 
whether it is broadband and making 
sure folks in rural America have an on- 
ramp to the information highway that 
exists or whether it is just that they 
have clean drinking water in those 
communities. It is something we can 
never forget because those precious 
rural areas of this country will remain 
out there and those people will remain 
out there and we have to stand up for 
them. 

The bill also provides serious reform 
while maintaining the safety net for 
our family farmers so they can com-
pete in the global marketplace. 

Throughout this process, we have 
heard time and time again that there 
must be reform. So many of us started 
early in this process to see where we 
could bring about the kind of reforms 
that were being demanded. We have 
provided in this bill the most signifi-
cant reform in our Nation’s history in 
this farm bill. The bill lowers the over-
all cap on program payments from 
$360,000 to $105,000. 

We have seen the need to address the 
loopholes that allow producers to avoid 
the caps. So we have eliminated those 
loopholes most frequently—the three- 
entity rule and generic certificates. 

I also heard of the need for trans-
parency, so the committee bill added 
direct attribution, which will track 
payments directly to a living, breath-
ing individual producer, a farmer out 
there who is putting their hard-earned 
time, energy, blood, sweat, and tears 
into producing these agricultural prod-
ucts. 

I advocated for reform and trans-
parency from the very beginning be-
cause I knew it was something people 
wanted to see. But I also think we 
must be careful that we understand 
what the possible consequences of 
these reforms might be. 

The 2002 farm bill established a solid 
safety net program when yields and 
prices were low. 

While we have maintained the integ-
rity of that program, the $2.5 million 
means testing on income limits estab-
lished in that bill in 2002 were never 
fully enforced by this administration. 
The Senator from Iowa brought up that 
point. It is hard to know where to go 
from those caps in the 2002 bill and to-
day’s bill to increase that transparency 
and increase those reforms, if we don’t 
even know what the first limit actually 
did. 

That is why it does create some con-
cern in me to hear that the administra-
tion is saying this bill doesn’t go far 
enough in regard to these reforms. How 
do we know if it doesn’t go far enough 

if we have never enforced what has 
been on the books to begin with? 

Prior to the 2002 farm bill, no means 
test existed for farm programs. Now, I 
have to say I have concerns that all of 
a sudden we are going to begin means 
testing farmers and producers across 
this country, but we shy away and 
shiver in this body when means testing 
is talked about for anything else. 

We knew it was important to elimi-
nate loopholes that nonfarmers used to 
receive program payments, and during 
the 2002 farm debate, we instituted the 
$2.5 million test. 

In the bill that passed the Senate in 
December, we lowered the means-test-
ing cap to $750,000, which respected our 
regional differences and avoided the 
unintended consequences that might 
arise in this compromise. 

Let’s not forget that we also signifi-
cantly reformed individual program 
pay limits on top of that, which should 
sharply reduce benefits to producers 
who remain eligible, as long as they 
are below that means-testing level we 
have imposed. I thought the Senate bill 
did a good job on that compromise and 
have remained hopeful that those lim-
its, and certainly something close to 
those limits, is where we can be. 

During conference, we agreed to add 
an additional component that factors 
in nonfarm income. 

However, it is not enough for this ad-
ministration, and they continue to 
threaten a veto of this incredibly hard- 
fought, bipartisan compromise. As I 
mentioned, I do have some concerns 
about means testing because we are 
means testing the most efficient and 
effective producers of agricultural 
products in the world, at a time when 
we are experiencing a world food crisis, 
and we want to ensure that not only 
will we maintain the kind of produc-
tion that we have consistently but also 
that we do it by setting an example in 
respect to clean water and clean air 
and, certainly, in respect to all the 
other unbelievable demands and re-
strictions that are placed on our farm-
ers with respect to the environment. 

We don’t know what those con-
sequences might be, and I hope we will 
keep in mind—as the Senator from 
Iowa mentioned—that as we move for-
ward in looking at this bill, thinking 
about how those effects may have un-
believably unintended consequences. 
Again, there have been an awful lot of 
fights for the means testing on our ag-
ricultural producers, while there are so 
many other benefits in this country 
that are not means tested. I noticed 
my colleagues earlier mentioning the 
fact that farm income is up. But I also 
noticed that nobody hardly mentioned 
the fact that reflects the reality of 
what farmers in this country are going 
through in terms of the environment of 
skyrocketing production costs and re-
strictive trade laws, which in our re-
gion of the country are much more re-
strictive. Trade laws are much more re-
strictive to the commodities we grow, 
and certainly production costs that are 

much higher for capital-intensive 
crops. 

I hope the unintended consequences 
of establishing payment limits and 
means testing would not shift the land-
lord-tenant relations to cash rent and 
place producers, who are working hard 
each day to shoulder that risk solely of 
restrictive trade rules, bad weather, 
and unbelievably skyrocketing input 
costs—I hope that is not one of the un-
intended consequences that we see. 

In the end, this bill is about ensuring 
that our family farmers can continue 
to produce the world’s safest, most 
abundant supply of food and fiber. 

Our farmers also produce their com-
modities the most efficiently and effec-
tively in the world, and they do it by 
keeping the cost of our food and fiber 
per capita the lowest of any developed 
country, as Senator CONRAD men-
tioned. 

Moreover, they do it with respect to 
our environment, so our children and 
future generations can enjoy this unbe-
lievable country of bounty and beauty. 
They do it by following the Clean 
Water Act, Clean Air Act, and so many 
other restrictions that we place on 
them in order to ensure they are set-
ting the example and doing the best job 
possible regarding our environment. 

They are excellent conservationists 
and stewards of the land because they 
understand that if they care for the 
land, it will take care of them. It is 
something we should never lose sight 
of. 

I am proud of the work we have done 
on this bill, and I encourage my col-
leagues to support the final version. No 
bill is ever perfect. This one gives our 
family farmers the certainty they need 
to continue to compete effectively in 
the global marketplace. It focuses on 
the unbelievable needs throughout this 
country in nutrition, energy, conserva-
tion, and rural development. 

Again, I am proud to have worked in 
a bipartisan way with so many col-
leagues on the Senate Ag Committee, 
as well as others in this body and in 
the other body across the Capitol 
dome. 

My last plea before I yield the floor is 
to my colleagues. It is that we will 
never allow ourselves or the people of 
this country to take for granted what 
we have been blessed with in this coun-
try. This is a great country, and we 
have a lot of incredibly hard-working 
people. Many of them are spread out 
over the rural areas. I hope we will 
never allow the American people to 
take for granted what this bounty 
means to them and, more importantly, 
that we in this body will never take for 
granted the hard work that goes on be-
yond this beltway to make us the rich-
est country in the whole world. I hope 
we can continue in that same bipar-
tisan fashion, recognizing and respect-
ing the incredible diversity across this 
country that has blessed us for so 
many years. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
the great bipartisan product we 
brought to the floor. 
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I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Idaho is recognized. 
Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I also rise 

today in support of the farm bill con-
ference report. Before my colleague, 
Senator LINCOLN, leaves the floor, I 
wish to take a few minutes to thank 
her for the tremendous work she has 
been willing to do with me. She and I 
were both elected to the House of Rep-
resentatives in the same year, and we 
were elected to the Senate in the same 
year. We have served on a lot of the 
same committees, not the least of 
which has been the Agriculture Com-
mittee and the Finance Committee, 
both of which have important parts of 
this legislation. 

We have had a tremendously good re-
lationship over the years. We come 
from different sides of the aisle, but we 
work closely together in a bipartisan 
way on issue after issue. One of those 
very important issues, which Senator 
LINCOLN already mentioned, is the En-
dangered Species Reform Act. I will 
talk about that later in my remarks. 

Before she left the floor, I wished to 
thank her for being the lead cosponsor 
on that legislation that we have 
worked on literally for 6 or 7 years, to 
make sure we build a consensus-based 
solution to issues in this country that 
will make a difference. Again, I thank 
the Senator for that. I truly appreciate 
the working relationship we have, and 
I could not agree more with the com-
ments she has made overall about the 
farm bill and the tremendous blessing 
we have in this Nation to have literally 
the lowest per capita cost in the world 
in our budgets for the American fami-
lies with regard to the dollars they 
must put forward for food and fiber. At 
a time when people around the world 
are struggling to deal with recent nat-
ural disasters and to ensure that their 
families have the food they need, we 
need swift enactment of this farm bill 
that will provide long-term certainty 
for farm families as they continue to 
feed the world’s hungry. 

This is the third farm bill that I have 
worked on since I have been elected to 
Congress. I have to say that although 
each bill, as we moved through the 
issues of the day, presented their 
unique problems, this has been the 
most difficult to bring together in a 
conference where we could literally 
come together—House and Senate, Re-
publicans and Democrats—and propose 
good, solid policy for our Nation’s food 
and fiber. I think we have to give cred-
it to those who have been leaders in 
the Senate in making that happen: our 
chairman, Senator HARKIN; our rank-
ing member, Senator CHAMBLISS; and 
on the Finance Committee, which, as I 
said, also has a significant piece of this 
legislation, our chairman, MAX BAU-
CUS; and the ranking member, CHARLES 
GRASSLEY. There are many others. 

Now that I started mentioning Sen-
ators, I could literally go through the 
members of the Agriculture Com-
mittee, both sides of the aisle, the 

members of the Finance Committee, 
both sides of the aisle, and list Member 
after Member who has worked tire-
lessly to make sure this policy comes 
together in a farm bill we can be proud 
of and which will strengthen America 
globally. 

It is not limited to just the members 
of the Agriculture or Finance Commit-
tees. This Senate is committed to mak-
ing sure we develop the kinds of poli-
cies that will keep our Nation strong 
and globally competitive, and many of 
those policies are included in this leg-
islation. 

In preparation for this farm bill, I 
held 23 farm bill listening sessions in 
my State, all across Idaho, to get input 
from Idahoans about what they need 
and what they saw important in a new 
farm bill. I appreciated the input I got 
from my constituents and, frankly, uti-
lized that input in working with my 
fellow members on the Agriculture 
Committee and Finance Committee as 
we crafted this legislation. 

There are a number of provisions I 
wish to highlight tonight. 

The first, which I have already men-
tioned, is a part of the bill that comes 
in the conservation piece the Finance 
Committee worked so hard to bring 
forward. As I think most people who 
followed the debate in the battles over 
the farm bill over the last few months 
have realized, one of the battle-
grounds—in fact, the major battle-
ground—was the effort by the Finance 
Committee in the Senate to bring for-
ward a significant new addition to the 
conservation efforts in our country as 
we deal with conservation policy. 

One of the more important pieces of 
that battleground, if you will, was the 
Endangered Species Reform Act. The 
battle was not really over the policies; 
it was over the dollars because we 
wanted to make sure we paid for the 
increased costs of what we were doing. 
But it was nevertheless a very difficult 
time as we tried to find a path forward. 

Most people who are involved in land 
management issues, whether they be 
farmers, consumers, or people who are 
involved in development or simply 
homeowners, realize that we have had 
a significant area of conflict in this 
country for decades over the imple-
mentation of the Endangered Species 
Act. 

There is very little disagreement 
that we want to protect and preserve 
the beautiful environmental heritage 
we have and the species we have that 
are so rich and abundant in our coun-
try. At the same time, we wanted to 
try to find a way to avoid conflict with 
private property owners and with the 
economic activities of people in our 
country who are trying to develop jobs 
and opportunities in the economy to 
provide for themselves and their fami-
lies. It is that conflict which we have 
worked on in the context of the Endan-
gered Species Act now for about, as I 
say, 6 or 7 years, to try to build a solu-
tion that could be broadly supported 
but which would help both species and 

people, the economy, and help private 
property owners and those who are in-
terested in protecting and preserving 
our rich environmental heritage. 

We have succeeded in the Endangered 
Species Reform Act. This act is broadly 
supported by the environmental com-
munity because over 80 percent of the 
threatened or endangered species in 
our Nation is located on private prop-
erty. The act does not give us the abil-
ity to reach into the private property 
as effectively as we need to help imple-
ment recovery plans for species that 
are threatened or endangered. This leg-
islation does so. 

At the same time, as I indicated ear-
lier, our private property owners have 
been concerned about the reach of the 
Endangered Species Act and what it 
would do to them if an endangered spe-
cies were found on their property. This 
act makes it so they can actually find 
economic compensation if that hap-
pens. 

The core of the act is that it focuses 
on helping landowners on a voluntary 
basis have a tax deduction for actions 
they undertake on their property to 
help implement recovery plans, to help 
facilitate and strengthen species. 

This is a tremendous incentive, with 
the backing of the Federal Govern-
ment, for these tax deductions to en-
courage private property owners to un-
dertake activities that will tremen-
dously benefit species on their prop-
erty. The private property owners are 
compensated for the impacts on their 
property, the species are benefited, and 
everyone in the country is a winner in 
terms of the improvement of the oppor-
tunities to strengthen our endangered 
species protection. 

This has the broad support of sports-
men organizations across this country, 
of environmental organizations across 
the country, and of private property 
groups across the country. 

I am glad we were able to work our 
way through literally the battle-
grounds we faced in order to make sure 
we got this legislation included in the 
final piece of the farm bill. 

There is more to do. We had to work 
it through and adjust pieces of it that 
we would rather have kept in, but we 
got the core of the bill in place. And 
now we look forward to strengthening 
and improving this important protec-
tion of the Endangered Species Act. 

While she is on the floor, I thank 
Senator STABENOW for her tremendous 
efforts in the conference to make sure 
we were successful in getting this crit-
ical legislation for the endangered spe-
cies and private property owners in-
cluded in the final conference report. 

Specialty crop producers were also 
very significantly benefited by this leg-
islation. Speciality crop producers in 
Idaho and nationwide will receive more 
than a $2 billion investment in pro-
grams important to them, including 
$456 million for speciality crop block 
grants that assist with marketing, re-
search promotion, and other efforts to 
increase the competitiveness of spe-
ciality crops. 
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Again, Senator STABENOW should be 

given great credit for fighting to work 
with me and many others to make sure 
this happened. 

The legislation also contains signifi-
cant assistance for producers impacted 
by disaster, including new assistance 
for aquaculture producers who are im-
pacted by drought or assistance for 
ranchers utilizing the Federal grazing 
permits who are impacted by a loss of 
grazing due to fire. 

In addition, more than $4 billion in 
new spending is going to be provided 
for conservation programs which en-
able landowners to meet the environ-
mental needs and goals and, frankly, in 
many cases mandates that we put on 
them to make sure our environment is 
protected and preserve. 

I have often said, as we talked about 
different farm bills, and this one is no 
different—in fact, this one is probably 
a better example than any we have 
done so far—that one of the most, I 
will say the most important pieces of 
legislation this Congress ever works on 
with regard to truly making a dif-
ference in protecting, preserving, and 
strengthening our incredible environ-
mental heritage in this country is the 
farm bill because of the powerful provi-
sions we have in the conservation title. 

This farm bill moves forward with 
significant strides to strengthen and 
enhance the environmental and con-
servation goals of our country through 
farm policy and private property poli-
cies. 

This investment is an important step 
we must not forget. Farm bill con-
servation programs are an example of 
the Federal Government assisting with 
the environment in the right way with 
a carrot rather than a stick. Our con-
servation programs have contributed 
significantly to improving water and 
air quality and preserving and enhanc-
ing habitat for species. 

An estimated 95 percent of the 
world’s consumers live beyond our bor-
ders. The bill also will assist in reach-
ing those consumers by expanding mar-
ket opportunities through the inclu-
sion of $200 million annually for the 
Market Access Program. 

In addition, the bill seeks to better 
ensure adherence to the softwood lum-
ber trade commitments through inclu-
sion of a softwood lumber importer 
declaration program. I appreciate the 
tremendous work that was done to in-
clude this important provision. 

The legislation also continues and 
expands support for the Idaho com-
modity producers, including our bar-
ley, dairy, pulse crop, sugar, wheat, 
and wool producers. Idaho’s agricul-
tural industry is more than a $5 billion 
industry and is a critical part of Ida-
ho’s economy. 

The commodity title in this bill will 
continue to allow those farmers to be 
protected and strengthened as they 
face incredible global pressures and, 
frankly, what I consider to be anti-
competitive actions by other nations 
as we deal in a global agriculture mar-
ket. 

The legislation benefits rural Amer-
ica in a number of important ways. 
Across the United States, rural com-
munities struggle to access funds nec-
essary to comply with Federal, State, 
and local environmental regulations. 
Through changes to SEARCH grants, 
small rural communities with popu-
lations of 2,500 or less will have greater 
and more streamlined access to funding 
to assist with water and wastewater in-
frastructure projects. Let me explain 
what this means. 

Across this country, we have require-
ments that our wastewater and our 
drinking water be protected. In fact, 
often in America we talk about the 
fact that we have the safest, cleanest 
water in the world. When you come to 
America to visit, you don’t have to 
worry about drinking the water. When 
you live here, you don’t have to worry 
about drinking the water. The reason 
is because of our very strong environ-
mental standards. 

We are proud of that, and we need to 
protect our water quality. But the pro-
tection comes at a price, and often the 
mandates we put on communities to 
assure that water quality are not able 
to be met by the smaller communities 
because they simply don’t have the 
economies of scale to be able to imple-
ment the wastewater and other treat-
ment facilities that are necessary to 
enable them to comply with the envi-
ronmental mandates and keep the 
water quality so clear and clean. 

We need to provide ways to assist 
these strapped rural communities as 
they try to do what we all want to do, 
and that is make sure America has 
clean, safe water. That is what these 
projects will do in the SEARCH legisla-
tion. 

The bill also provides $120 million in 
mandatory spending to be directed at 
pending applications for water and 
wastewater disposal grants and loans— 
Again, to help with the same problem. 

As well in the rural areas, broadband 
access is a key to growth and economic 
development. This farm bill simplifies 
the application process for broadband 
assistance and ensures that broadband 
assistance is targeted at communities 
with the least amount of access. 

Improving the economic position of 
rural areas by stimulating the growth 
of rural businesses is accomplished 
through reauthorization of important 
programs such as the rural business op-
portunity grants and the rural coopera-
tive development grants, which will en-
sure the continuation and technical as-
sistance and training to our Nation’s 
rural businesses and cooperatives. 

In addition, value-added producer 
grants are going to continue to provide 
producers with the means to improve 
on the value of their products through 
planning activities and marketing and 
the reauthorization of the national 
rural development partnerships which 
will enable individual State partner-
ships, such as the Idaho Rural Partner-
ship, to continue working to strength-
en and improve life in rural America. 

The farm bill also incorporates lan-
guage from the Biodiesel Education 
and Expansion Act of 2007. That is S. 
1791 which I introduced with Senator 
KLOBUCHAR to reauthorize the Bio-
diesel Education Program. This pro-
gram has been very important to the 
biodiesel effort in Idaho. The Univer-
sity of Idaho has received about 20 per-
cent of those funds through a competi-
tive grants process to help educate 
Government and private owners of ve-
hicle fleets about the benefits and 
technical aspects of biodiesel fuel. 

In addition, the bill includes a new 
temporary cellulosic biofuels produc-
tion tax credit for up to $1.01 per gallon 
available through December 31, 2012. 

The conference report also provides 
$300 million for the Bioenergy Program 
which provides incentives for expand-
ing production of advanced biofuels 
made from agricultural and forestry 
crops and associated waste materials, 
including animal manure and livestock 
food processing waste. 

The importance of this is that we in 
the United States have a serious prob-
lem in our energy policy. We can de-
bate the many aspects of it in other 
contexts. The bottom line is we are far 
too dependent on petroleum in this 
country as a source of energy. And in 
the context of petroleum, we are far 
too dependent on foreign sources of pe-
troleum. 

I often analogize our core need in 
terms of energy policy of being one of 
trying to diversify our energy port-
folio. We need to move into alternative 
and renewable fuels, and we need to 
provide the support to enable us to do 
the research and development to ex-
pand energy opportunities. 

One of the things this bill does in 
areas I already mentioned, such as cel-
lulosic biofuels and other efforts in 
that context, is to help us do the re-
search and to do then the thinking that 
goes into making sure we move into 
these other types of alternative and re-
newable fuels. 

Another important part of this legis-
lation in that context is that we estab-
lish a sugar-to-ethanol program which 
will better enable the sugar industry to 
contribute to our energy independence. 

There are many things we could be 
doing and we ought to be doing—all of 
them to find the ones that will best 
work and will best help us to diversify 
our energy economy. 

The legislation also provides ex-
panded fresh fruit and vegetable pro-
grams, which provides domestically 
grown fresh fruit and vegetables to stu-
dents as healthy snacks and educates 
our students in every State on the im-
portance of eating healthy foods. 

This program has already been well 
received as a pilot program in a num-
ber of States, including Idaho. I am 
proud to continue this program not 
only in Idaho but to help expand it to 
all States across the country. 

The bill strengthens assistance for 
America’s food banks by providing 
more than $1 billion for the next 10 
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years for commodity purchasing, near-
ly doubling the current funding level. 
Access to food banks is particularly 
important given the economic hard 
times that we are facing with regard to 
high gas prices. 

Also, I would like to talk a little bit 
more about the global competition we 
face. As I indicated earlier, one of the 
pressures that our producers face is 
anticompetitive conduct from other 
nations. These are subsidies, tariffs, or 
nontariff barriers which are erected 
against our producers. 

Yes, we support our agricultural pro-
ducers and, yes, we have tariffs. I am 
not sure what the numbers are today, 
but within the last couple of years the 
imbalance in those tariffs shows what I 
am talking about. The average I am re-
calling that we have discussed over the 
last few years is that the average tariff 
against our producers as we try to ex-
port into other countries is around 60 
percent, whereas the average that we 
impose on those bringing their prod-
ucts into our country is more in the 
neighborhood of 10 or 12 percent. 

Those kinds of disparities create tre-
mendous trade barriers to our pro-
ducers. The same is true with the level 
of subsidies provided to producers in 
other countries that compete with our 
producers. One of the critical parts of 
this bill is to provide that safety net or 
that protection to our producers in the 
international contest as we seek to 
make sure the trade arena globally is 
balanced fairly. 

I know some have criticized this bill 
by saying it spends too much limited 
Federal funding on agriculture. Let me 
make an important note there. This 
bill has a number of titles. Agriculture 
commodity programs are one of those 
titles. About 70 percent of the spending 
in this bill goes to our nutrition pro-
grams, such as the Food Stamp Pro-
gram. 

Most people in America don’t realize 
that because we often call this the 
farm bill. Yet 70 percent of it goes into 
our nutrition programs. What percent 
goes to the commodity programs? A 
little less than 14 percent. And those 
important conservation programs I 
talked about? They get around 7 per-
cent of the funding in the bill. The 
rest, the 8 or 9 percent that is left over, 
goes into the rural development part, 
the titles—the energy titles and other 
portions of the bill that are critically 
important to our national concerns, 
such as rural development and energy. 

When you look at this bill, it is not 
an ag bill or a farm bill. It is a food and 
fiber bill. It is much more than that. It 
is a bill that is very important, as I 
have said, to everything from energy 
policy to rural development to our con-
servation efforts in this country to our 
agriculture commodity programs and 
to our nutrition programs for those 
who face hunger in this Nation. It is 
important to recognize that. 

Also, I think it is important for us to 
note that some criticize this bill for 
not being reform minded enough and 

not being strict enough on payment 
limitations for the extremely wealthy 
who, it is claimed, get all of the re-
sources of the bill in that 14-percent 
commodity title. However, the con-
ference report has taken major steps 
forward in terms of reform. I think 
those steps need to be recognized and 
noted. 

The conference report would elimi-
nate the triple entity rule, which has 
already been talked about extensively 
on the Senate floor tonight, and 
changes the current adjusted gross in-
come limit from $2.5 million to $500,000 
for nonfarm and $750,000 for farm in-
come. These are considerable reforms 
that should be acknowledged and rec-
ognized. 

This is a broad and diverse country, 
and no bill is a perfect bill from the 
perspective of any individual Senator, I 
am sure. We have 50 States and 435 
Congressional Districts and we have 
tremendous debates about how we 
should implement policy. But this bill 
worked its way through that process to 
develop policy and reforms that are 
meaningful and significant and should 
not be undermined. 

In conclusion, this legislation with 
its 15 titles covers a wide range of im-
portant policy matters that go far be-
yond our traditional farm support, as I 
have said. These titles include things, 
as I have indicated, such as conserva-
tion, trade and food aid, nutrition, 
farm credit, research, energy opportu-
nities, crop insurance, and disaster as-
sistance and many more. The breadth 
and depth of this legislation reaches 
into so many people’s lives—everyone 
in America, not just those in farm 
country—everyone in America should 
be paying attention to this legislation 
and should be glad that we have been 
able to find that agreement that has 
enabled us to get a conference report 
between the House and Senate. 

Again, I thank all my colleagues for 
their tremendous work in this very dif-
ficult and lengthy process we have been 
going through, to make sure we de-
velop the right policies for our food and 
fiber in this Nation, and we continue to 
keep America strong and on the com-
petitive edge in the production of food 
and fiber for the world. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I rise 
today to express my opposition to the 
Food, Conservation, and Energy Act of 
2008, referred to as the 2008 farm bill. 
The 2008 farm bill contains many 
worthwhile polices, including valuable 
investments in conservation and nutri-
tion programs. However, it fails to pro-
vide meaningful crop subsidy program 
reforms that most Americans would 
support. 

This farm bill continues a set of anti-
quated programs that send a majority 
of payments only to farmers earning 
over $200,000 a year. It exceeds the 
budget allocation by $10–$20 billion 
through the use of tax policies and 
budgetary sleights of hand. The percep-
tion of being within the budget limit is 
not reality. 

While it is true that subsidies are 
only part of the overall bill, Congress 
should not accept these outmoded poli-
cies in order to move along other prior-
ities. The fiscal, food and trade policy 
costs are too great and too damaging. 

This farm bill continues the ‘‘three- 
legged stool’’ of a ‘‘farm safety net’’ 
that targets mostly corn, soybean, 
wheat, rice, and cotton farmers. The 
first leg is the practice of sending $20 
billion in direct payments to only 43 
percent of U.S. farms. Of those, only 8 
percent receive 58 percent of the pay-
ments. These payments have nothing 
to do with markets, disasters, or need, 
and they have been ruled to violate 
trade agreements. This farm bill re-
duces these payments by a miniscule 2 
percent. Farmers, who had received an 
average $94 per acre for a history of 
growing rice, would still receive $92.40 
under this farm bill. 

Second, the farm bill continues 
counter-cyclical payments that are 
made when prices go down. Third, 
these targeted farmers may also re-
ceive unlimited marketing loan pay-
ments—farmers do not need to repay 
government loans if prices fall below a 
targeted rate. Additionally, this farm 
bill retains a government administered 
supply and demand program that keeps 
sugar prices for consumers well above 
world market prices. 

Farm bill conferees added yet a 
fourth leg to the farm subsidy stool by 
creating a new $4 billion standing dis-
aster program to cover losses due to 
droughts and floods. The idea of a per-
manent disaster program may have 
merit, especially when you consider 
that Congress has passed legislation to 
fund ad hoc disaster payment assist-
ance nearly every year for the last 20 
years. But we should ask ourselves, if 
the current expensive farm bill is fail-
ing to provide a safety net to farmers 
when these devastating events do hap-
pen, then what is the purpose of the 
farm bill? Why do we need a new pro-
gram administered by a separate Fed-
eral agency to fulfill what most Ameri-
cans believe is the core purpose of the 
legislation before us? We should fix the 
root problem, namely that the current 
subsidy system does not work and 
wastes taxpayer dollars. 

Trade distortion is yet another major 
problem with the bill. In 2004, Brazil 
won a World Trade Organization, WTO, 
case against U.S. cotton programs 
based on the trade distorting nature of 
direct payments, countercyclical pay-
ments, and marketing loan payments. 
Similar cases against other commod-
ities are now being deliberated. Sur-
prisingly, instead of fixing the pro-
grams to shield U.S. farmers from 
these challenges, this farm bill con-
tinues these programs and provoca-
tively increases the subsidy rates. 

How, in good faith, can we ask other 
governments to join us in trading part-
nerships, or to abide by fair trade 
agreements, when this Congress bla-
tantly ignores our own commitments? 
Some Senators may wonder why we 
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should be concerned about violating 
WTO commitments. They might think 
that this is simply limited to agri-
culture or specific crops with little im-
pact on our overall economy. Others 
might even suggest that we are better 
off building up more barriers to trade; 
that this farm bill is about American 
farmers not farmers in Brazil or else-
where. However, if Senators look fur-
ther down the line they will see that 
our WTO violations could cost the 
United States billions in revenue, in-
tellectual property, and lost trade op-
portunities. Failure to move toward 
compliance will invite retaliatory tar-
iffs that legally can be directed at any 
U.S. industry. 

It could be argued that flaunting 
these commitments would be justified 
in order to save the U.S. farming sector 
from sure ruin. However, that would ig-
nore the realities of our current farm 
economy and the actual structure of 
these farm programs. Thanks to strong 
foreign and domestic demand, net farm 
income for 2007 was nearly $89 billion, 
up $30 billion from 2006 and $30 billion 
above the average for the previous 10 
years, setting a new farm income 
record. Estimates for 2008 project net 
farm income to top $92 billion. As a re-
sult, average farm household income is 
projected to be almost $89,000 in 2008, 
up 9 percent from 2006, and well above 
average U.S. household income of 
$67,000. 

We need a new farm bill that ensures 
a stable farm economy and a healthy 
food supply. I do not believe our Nation 
is best served by this farm bill that 
continues to make payments that defy 
common sense, snubs our trading part-
ners, and balloons taxpayer spending. 
Last year I joined Senator FRANK LAU-
TENBERG and others in offering a farm 
bill alternative that received 37 votes 
on the Senate floor. It would have pro-
vided all farmers with a more equitable 
‘‘safety net,’’ as well as greater invest-
ment in conservation, rural energy 
projects, and nutrition. 

Under the proposal, farmers, for the 
first time, would receive—at no cost to 
them—either expanded county-based 
crop insurance policies that would 
cover 85 percent of expected crop rev-
enue, or 80 percent of a farm’s five year 
average adjusted gross revenue. These 
subsidized insurance tools already 
exist, but our reforms would have made 
them more effective and universally 
used, while controlling administrative 
costs. Farmers would also be able to 
purchase insurance to cover the re-
mainder of their revenue and yields. In 
addition, the amendment would have 
created optional risk management ac-
counts that would be available to every 
farmer and rancher and provide incen-
tives for them to put away money in 
good years to cover lean years. Our 
program would be available to all 
farmers in the country—regardless of 
products—and not just a select few 
corn, soybean, wheat, rice, and cotton 
farmers. 

Using the savings from this approach 
could fund important expansion in con-

servation, nutrition, energy, and re-
search programs. In fact, the approach 
made more significant investments 
within the Federal budget in these 
areas than the farm bill before us and 
even found savings to help pay down 
our Nation’s budget deficit, which this 
year is approaching $400 billion. 

I will vote against the farm bill con-
ference report and support a presi-
dential veto of the bill. I further sug-
gest that the Lugar-Lautenberg 
FRESH Act remains a reform option, a 
constructive alternative that will save 
taxpayers billions, provide a generous 
safety net, and allow for funding of 
farm, nutrition, bioenergy, conserva-
tion, and rural development programs 
without budget-breaking gimmicks. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, every 
morning thousands of Americans wake 
up to a bowl of Wheaties, the vast ma-
jority of whom have never asked where 
their Wheaties come from. I submit to 
you that the farm bill is the primary 
factor responsible for providing Amer-
ica with safe, healthy, and affordable 
food and fiber, including Wheaties. 
What we are debating today is of para-
mount importance to each and every 
American. 

If you look at the title of this bill, 
the Food, Conservation, and Energy 
Act of 2008, you will not see the word 
agriculture. This begs the question, 
What does this bill really mean to agri-
culture and the American farmer and 
rancher? 

By way of example, I have been con-
tacted by the Dairy Producers of New 
Mexico which told me that the farm 
bill does not, on the whole, help rural 
New Mexico. Rather its policies have 
short-term and long-term implications 
that can harm my State. The primary 
source of economic activity in rural 
New Mexico today is dairy farming. 
There are approximately 172 dairy 
farms with approximately 4,221 direct 
employees and 17,150 indirect employ-
ees. These local operations contribute 
$1.02 billion direct dollars to the econ-
omy and $2.6 billion indirect dollars to 
the economy. The farm bill undermines 
the economic stability that the dairy 
industry plays a large role in creating. 

The dairy title subsidizes dairy farm-
ers who compete with New Mexico 
dairymen. Under the farm bill, the 
‘‘MILC’’ program not only funds milk 
produced in other regions of the coun-
try, at rates higher than New Mexico, 
it increases those payments. The new 
bill ensures that the amount of those 
payments will rise when feed prices go 
up. This is despite the fact that vir-
tually all of the grain used by pro-
ducers outside New Mexico is raised by 
them and they are insulated from 
much of that price inflation. New Mexi-
co’s farmers purchase their feed but re-
ceive only partial payments. In short, 
the Dairy Price Support Program pro-
vides no support at all. 

I applaud the efforts that were made 
in this bill to address nutrition con-
cerns, provide for broader flexibility 
for specialty crop growers, and assist 

rural communities. However, it does 
not appear to me that enough progress 
has been made toward conservation 
programs and other reform initiatives. 
Moreover, while the bill does continue 
the peanut handling benefits it does 
not continue the peanut storage provi-
sions contained in the 2002 farm bill. 
This alone will cost New Mexico peanut 
growers up to an additional $50 to $60 
per ton, which represents at least $74 
million to peanut producers in my 
State. I am not convinced that this is 
the best we can do for the people who 
feed our Nation and I am left won-
dering if this farm bill is already out of 
date before it is even law. 

The Congressional Budget Office tells 
us that this bill will cost $307 billion 
over the next 5 years and almost dou-
ble that figure over 10 years, which is 
cause for concern in and of itself. 

Ultimately, I am unwilling to sup-
port a measure that is counter-
productive to the most important agri-
culture component in New Mexico, our 
dairy industry. Instead of enacting 
policies that will encourage stability 
and continued growth of dairies in 
States like New Mexico, the conference 
report before us today says our farm 
policy should be to erect unreasonable 
hurdles and obstacles for many dairies. 
I intend to vote against this bill and I 
urge my colleagues to do the same. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I certify 
that the information required by Sen-
ate rule XLIV, related to congression-
ally directed spending, has been identi-
fied in the conference report to accom-
pany the Food Conservation and En-
ergy Act of 2008, numbered H.R. 2419, 
filed on May 12, 2008, and that the re-
quired information has been available 
on a publicly accessible congressional 
Web site at least 48 hours before a vote 
on the pending conference report. 

f 

FURTHER CHANGES TO S. CON. 
RES. 21 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, section 
307 of S. Con. Res. 21, the 2008 budget 
resolution, permits the chairman of the 
Senate Budget Committee to revise the 
allocations, aggregates, and other ap-
propriate levels for legislation, includ-
ing one or more bills and amendments, 
that reauthorizes the 2002 farm bill or 
similar or related programs, provides 
for revenue changes, or any combina-
tion thereof. Section 307 authorizes the 
revisions provided that certain condi-
tions are met, including that amounts 
provided in the legislation for the 
above purposes not exceed $20 billion 
over the period of fiscal years 2007 
through 2012 and that the legislation 
not worsen the deficit over the period 
of the total of fiscal years 2007 through 
2012 or the period of the total of fiscal 
years 2007 through 2017. 

On November 5, 2007, I filed a reserve 
fund adjustment pursuant to section 
307 for an amendment in the nature of 
a substitute to H.R. 2419. That legisla-
tion passed the Senate on December 14, 
2007. The Senate is considering the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 2419, 
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the Food, Conservation, and Energy 
Act of 2008. I find that the conference 
report also satisfies the conditions of 
the deficit-neutral reserve fund for the 
farm bill, including being fully paid for 
over both the five and 10-year time pe-
riods. Therefore, pursuant to section 
307, I am amending the reserve fund ad-
justment made on November 5, 2007, 
and further revising the aggregates in 
the 2008 budget resolution, as well as 
the allocation provided to the Senate 
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, 
and Forestry, to reflect the final esti-
mate for the completed farm bill. 

I ask unanimous consent that the fol-
lowing revisions to S. Con. Res. 21 be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 2008—S. CON. RES. 21; FURTHER REVISIONS TO 
THE CONFERENCE AGREEMENT PURSUANT TO SECTION 
307 DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR THE FARM 
BILL 

(In billions of dollars) 

Section 101 

(1)(A) Federal Revenues: 
FY 2007 ............................................................................. 1,900.340 
FY 2008 ............................................................................. 2,016.793 
FY 2009 ............................................................................. 2,114.754 
FY 2010 ............................................................................. 2,170.343 
FY 2011 ............................................................................. 2,351.046 
FY 2012 ............................................................................. 2,493.878 

(1)(B) Change in Federal Revenues: 
FY 2007 ............................................................................. ¥4.366 
FY 2008 ............................................................................. ¥34.003 
FY 2009 ............................................................................. 7.828 
FY 2010 ............................................................................. 6.622 
FY 2011 ............................................................................. ¥43.504 
FY 2012 ............................................................................. ¥103.218 

(2) New Budget Authority: 
FY 2007 ............................................................................. 2,371.470 
FY 2008 ............................................................................. 2,501.726 
FY 2009 ............................................................................. 2.520.890 
FY 2010 ............................................................................. 2,573.040 
FY 2011 ............................................................................. 2,688.764 
FY 2012 ............................................................................. 2,720.897 

(3) Budget Outlays: 
FY 2007 ............................................................................. 2,294.862 
FY 2008 ............................................................................. 2,473.063 
FY 2009 ............................................................................. 2,569.024 
FY 2010 ............................................................................. 2,601.423 
FY 2011 ............................................................................. 2,695.166 
FY 2012 ............................................................................. 2.702.695 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON THE BUDGET FOR FISCAL 
YEAR 2008—S. CON. RES. 21; FURTHER REVISIONS TO 
THE CONFERENCE AGREEMENT PURSUANT TO SECTION 
307 DEFICIT-NEUTRAL RESERVE FUND FOR THE FARM 
BILL 

(In millions of dollars) 

Current Allocation to Senate Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
Committee 

FY 2007 Budget Authority .................................................... 14,284 
FY 2007 Outlays ................................................................... 14,056 
FY 2008 Budget Authority .................................................... 17,088 
FY 2008 Outlays ................................................................... 14,629 
FY 2008–2012 Budget Authority .......................................... 76,881 
FY 2008–2012 Outlays ......................................................... 71,049 

Adjustments 
FY 2007 Budget Authority .................................................... 0 
FY 2007 Outlays ................................................................... 0 
FY 2008 Budget Authority .................................................... ¥1,500 
FY 2008 Outlays ................................................................... ¥976 
FY 2008–2012 Budget Authority .......................................... 401 
FY 2008–2012 Outlays ......................................................... ¥483 

Revised Allocation to Senate Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry 
Committee 

FY 2007 Budget Authority .................................................... 14,284 
FY 2007 Outlays ................................................................... 14,056 
FY 2008 Budget Authority .................................................... 15,588 
FY 2008 Outlays ................................................................... 13,653 
FY 2008–2012 Budget Authority .......................................... 77,282 
FY 2008–2012 Outlays ......................................................... 70,566 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to a period for the transaction 
of morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

60TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
FOUNDING OF ISRAEL 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, over the 
past week, the Jewish people and their 
friends around the world have cele-
brated the historic and proud occasion 
of the 60th anniversary of the founding 
of the modern State of Israel. I rise to 
join my colleagues in again congratu-
lating and honoring the Israeli people 
in reaching this monumental mile-
stone, and to recognize the enduring 
and unwavering relationship between 
our two countries. 

During my tenure in public service, 
it has truly been an honor to consist-
ently stand with Israel. Throughout 
my 29 years in Congress—begun the 
same year, 1979, when I attended the 
signing of the Israeli-Egyptian peace 
treaty at the White House—I have 
fought for Israel’s absolute right to 
exist in peace, and I have understood 
Israel’s enduring value as a strategic 
ally to America. And for twice as long 
as I have been privileged to help en-
hance this relationship in Congress, 
Israel has proven itself time and again 
not only to be a true ally of the United 
States in terms of our shared security 
interests, but also in terms of uphold-
ing democratic ideals. 

In its first 60 years, the modern State 
of Israel has proven itself to be a bas-
tion of democracy in a region rife with 
authoritarianism. Israel is the only 
country in the Middle East whose citi-
zens enjoy the right to vote, speak, and 
pray freely. As notable as it is that 
Israel has successfully brought these 
critical elements of western-style de-
mocracy to the region, it is even more 
remarkable that it has been able to 
guarantee these freedoms while under 
constant threat from terrorists and 
countries along its borders. In this 
way, Israel has proven itself to be a 
true democracy—a paragon of political 
openness and liberty. 

As the first woman to serve in both 
houses of a State legislature and both 
Houses of the U.S. Congress, I regard 
Israel’s inclusion and empowerment of 
women in politics as an especially in-
spiring feature of its democratic tri-
umph. Highlighted by the election of 
Golda Meir as Prime Minister in 1969, 
Israeli women played as central a role 
in the founding and flourishing of the 
State of Israel as their male counter-
parts. Meir’s legacy is proudly contin-
ued today by countless Israeli women 
in top government positions in Israel, 
including Foreign Minister Tzipi Livni, 
Speaker of the Knesset Dalia Itzik, and 
Justice Dorit Beinish, who serves as 
the President, or Chief Justice, of the 
Supreme Court. 

Again, Israel’s proud record of out-
standing participation by women in the 
governance of their country stands in 
stark contrast to the disenfranchising 
of women from public life elsewhere in 
the Middle East. And while many of its 
neighbors suffer from a high illiteracy 
rate among women, Israel has achieved 
educational parity for men and women, 
with 57 percent of all academic degrees 
in the country being earned by women. 

By advancing the causes of political 
inclusiveness and freedom, the State of 
Israel has done more than provide a vi-
brant homeland for the Jewish people, 
it has emerged a beacon of modernity 
and hope in an ancient and still trou-
bled region. And there should be no 
doubt that the people and Government 
of United States continue to stand 
alongside Israel as it seeks peace even 
as it endures daily rocket attacks 
against its citizens and vile, hate-filled 
rhetoric from radical and dangerous 
strongmen who speak of its destruc-
tion. In supporting Israel against these 
threats, we support the dignity of all 
peoples against those who would prefer 
the oppressions of humanity’s past to 
the promise of its future. 

And so, on the occasion of its 60th an-
niversary, I rise not only to commend 
the State of Israel and its people, but 
also to thank them, for their friend-
ship, for their bravery, and for their de-
fense of that which is righteous in the 
world. 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, I have 
sought recognition to commemorate 
the 60th anniversary of Israel’s found-
ing. 

On May 14, 1948, members of the Jew-
ish People’s Council gathered at the 
Tel Aviv Museum to approve the Dec-
laration of the Establishment of the 
State of Israel. The declaration stated, 
in part, ‘‘The State of Israel will be 
open for Jewish immigration and for 
the Ingathering of the Exiles; it will 
foster the development of the country 
for the benefit of all its inhabitants; it 
will be based on freedom, justice and 
peace as envisaged by the prophets of 
Israel; it will ensure complete equality 
of social and political rights to all its 
inhabitants irrespective of religion, 
race or sex; it will guarantee freedom 
of religion, conscience, language, edu-
cation and culture; it will safeguard 
the Holy Places of all religions; and it 
will be faithful to the principles of the 
Charter of the United Nations.’’ These 
were the principles Israel was founded 
on, and these same principles guide it 
today. 

I have visited Israel 25 times since 
taking office in 1981. Under the able 
leadership of the numerous Israeli 
leaders whom I have come to know 
over that period, Israel has remained a 
bastion of democracy in the Middle 
East. 

According to the Freedom House’s 
‘‘Freedom in the World 2008’’ report, 
Israel is the only free country in the 
Middle East. Evidence of Israel’s strong 
democratic traditions is seen in the in-
quisitiveness of its press: the Freedom 
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House considers the Israeli press to be 
the only free press in the region. 

Israel’s economy has also prospered 
under democratic rule. According to 
the Economist Intelligence Unit, 
‘‘Israel’s economy is far more diversi-
fied and sophisticated than its neigh-
bors.’’ ‘‘Israel has the highest propor-
tion of engineers in the workforce 
[worldwide], and nearly double the 
share of second-place US and Japan.’’ 
Its well-educated populace has enabled 
its high-tech industry to make ad-
vances in research and development, 
enabling Israeli firms ‘‘to achieve glob-
al leadership in a number of fields, in-
cluding various segments of the soft-
ware industry, anti-virus protection 
and computer security systems, as well 
as in the areas of fiber optics and 
electro-optics, medical instruments 
and medical imaging systems.’’ 

During my time in the Senate, I have 
worked to ensure Israel’s security. One 
aspect of this has been securing eco-
nomic and military assistance for 
Israel. During my most recent trip to 
Israel, in December 2007, I met with 
President Shimon Peres and Prime 
Minister Ehud Olmert. We discussed, 
among other things, the Israeli-Pales-
tinian peace process, Iran’s role in the 
region, and the U.S.-Israeli bilateral 
relationship. In each instance, it was 
clear to me that both the United 
States and Israel benefit greatly from 
our strong ties and shared ideals. 

At the core of the United States- 
Israeli relationship is the Middle East 
peace process. There have been so 
many developments since Israel 
emerged as a state. The enmity which 
has existed for decades has meant 
senseless killing, terrorism in Israel, 
and Hezbollah and Hamas firing rock-
ets into Israel, prompting the justified 
retaliation by Israel as a matter of self 
defense. 

It is crucial that Israel’s neighbors 
understand the importance of words 
and perceptions in the peace process, 
bringing the region closer to the goals 
set forth in the November 27, 2007 Joint 
Israeli-Palestinian Declaration at An-
napolis: ‘‘We express our determination 
to bring an end to bloodshed, suffering 
and decades of conflict between our 
peoples; to usher in a new era of peace, 
based on freedom, security, justice, 
dignity, respect and mutual recogni-
tion; to propagate a culture of peace 
and nonviolence; to confront terrorism 
and incitement, whether committed by 
Palestinians or Israelis.’’ 

The democratic principles set forth 
in the Declaration of the Establish-
ment of the State of Israel have en-
abled Israel to thrive for the past 60 
years and will continue to guide it into 
the future. 

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I rise 
today to acknowledge the 60th anniver-
sary of the founding of the modern 
State of Israel. 

On May 14, 1948, the people of Israel 
proclaimed the establishment of the 
sovereign and independent State of 
Israel, and the Government established 
full diplomatic relations. 

The United States and Israel share a 
deep friendship and alliance. Our alli-
ance is based on the belief of the 
United States in Israel’s right to exist 
and our countries’ shared values of de-
mocracy. 

Both Israel and the United States un-
derstand the values of life, liberty, op-
portunity, security, and freedom. Addi-
tionally, we both seek to address the 
common threat of terrorism. We recog-
nize that terrorist organizations have 
denounced the values of freedom, and 
we are dedicated to ensuring that ter-
rorism does not prevail. 

Throughout Israel’s history, the 
country has strived to build a demo-
cratic nation despite severe obstacles. 
Yet the people of Israel continue to 
show great strength and perseverance 
as they seek peace with their neigh-
bors. 

I extend my congratulations to our 
friends, the people of Israel, and I join 
them in celebrating this occasion. 

f 

THE MATTHEW SHEPARD ACT OF 
2007 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak about the need for hate 
crimes legislation. Each Congress, Sen-
ator KENNEDY and I introduce hate 
crimes legislation that would strength-
en and add new categories to current 
hate crimes law, sending a signal that 
violence of any kind is unacceptable in 
our society. Likewise, each Congress I 
have come to the floor to highlight a 
separate hate crime that has occurred 
in our country. 

In the early morning hours of Satur-
day, May 10, 2008, in Muncie, IN, Kyle 
Flood was attacked for being gay in 
what he believes was a hate crime. 
Flood, a 21-year-old college student at 
Ball State University, says he was 
leaving a bar at about 3 a.m. when two 
college-aged men approached him and 
his friends using anti-gay epithets. 
When the two groups crossed paths, a 
fight erupted. Flood was shoved to the 
ground and punched in the face. He was 
later treated at the local hospital for a 
scratched cornea, swollen eye, cuts and 
bruises. The Ball State community has 
reacted to the beating, and students 
have been informed to stay calm and 
try to travel to and from social events 
in groups. Police Chief Gene Burton 
has said that bias-motivated attacks 
are rare among students, but that they 
have happened before. No arrests have 
been made in connection with the as-
sault. 

I believe that the Government’s first 
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend 
them against the harms that come out 
of hate. Federal laws intended to pro-
tect individuals from heinous and vio-
lent crimes motivated by hate are woe-
fully inadequate. This legislation 
would better equip the Government to 
fulfill its most important obligation by 
protecting new groups of people as well 
as better protecting citizens already 
covered under deficient laws. I believe 
that by passing this legislation and 

changing current law, we can change 
hearts and minds as well. 

f 

NATIONAL FOSTER CARE MONTH 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. President, today I 
wish to recognize National Foster Care 
Month, an effort to raise awareness 
about our responsibility to support the 
more than half a million children 
across the Nation who are living in fos-
ter care. I would also like to take this 
opportunity to pay tribute to the dedi-
cated adoptive parents who provide 
these vulnerable youth with the perma-
nent families they deserve. 

Having a family is vitally important 
to foster youth like JoJo Carbonell, 
from my home State of California. 
When she was in school, JoJo had to 
ask her teacher to excuse her from the 
assignment to make a family tree be-
cause she didn’t know any of her rel-
atives except her birth mother and her 
sisters. For JoJo, one of the most im-
portant reasons that she is now suc-
cessful and stable is her foster parent, 
Sue Crowley. From Sue, JoJo learned 
the importance of family and began to 
develop heartfelt traditions she will 
carry with her forever. As JoJo grew 
older, she and Sue decided to become a 
permanent family through adoption. 

I am proud of California’s success in 
finalizing more than 66,500 adoptions of 
children from foster care between 2000 
and 2006, but sadly many foster youth 
are never united with a permanent, 
stable family. 

For Priscilla Davis, who ‘‘aged out’’ 
after spending 3 years at nine different 
placements in California’s foster care 
system, having a family would mean 
having someone she could call if she is 
having a problem; having a family 
would mean there is someone to catch 
her if she makes a mistake; having a 
family would mean someone to call if 
something wonderful happens. 

Unfortunately, Priscilla is one of 
about 4,000 foster youth in California, 
and more than 20,000 youth nationwide 
who emancipate, or ‘‘age out’’ of foster 
care every year without ever finding a 
permanent family or establishing a re-
lationship with an adult who will love, 
support, and guide them. 

A recent report by Kids Are Waiting 
and the Jim Casey Youth Opportuni-
ties Initiative found that while the 
total number of children in foster care 
has declined, the number of young peo-
ple aging out of foster care has in-
creased 41 percent since 1998. 

Last year, I introduced the Foster 
Care Continuing Opportunities Act, S. 
1512, which would extend Federal fund-
ing to those States that try to provide 
services that help foster youth transi-
tion to adulthood. Right now, the fu-
ture for foster youth when they are 
emancipated is often bleak. In Cali-
fornia, about 65 percent of emancipated 
youth face homelessness, less than 3 
percent go to college, and 51 percent 
are unemployed. 

While extending support for these 
services at a Federal level could make 
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an extraordinary difference in the suc-
cess of these youth in transitioning to 
adulthood, the best way for us to en-
sure these youth find the families they 
deserve is to reauthorize the Federal 
Adoption Incentive Program. 

The Adoption Incentive Program en-
courages States to find foster children 
like JoJo and Priscilla permanent 
homes through adoption, with an em-
phasis on finding adoptive homes for 
special needs children and foster chil-
dren over the age of 9. This important 
program must be renewed before it ex-
pires on September 30 this year. 

I urge my colleagues to celebrate Na-
tional Foster Care Month by sup-
porting these important efforts to en-
sure that the Federal Government 
meets its responsibility to care for 
these youth—not just their future, but 
the future of our Nation depends on it. 

Ms. CANTWELL. Mr. President, in 
recognition of May as National Foster 
Care Month, I want to extend my per-
sonal thanks to all of the families in 
Washington State and throughout our 
country who have adopted children 
from the Nation’s foster care system. 
Foster children, through no fault of 
their own, face unique challenges in at-
taining permanent, loving homes. We 
can all agree that, regardless of back-
ground, all children in our country de-
serve to have a safe, loving home and 
the opportunity to pursue their 
dreams. 

In 2005, almost 1,200 of Washington’s 
children left foster care to join adop-
tive families—but that same year more 
than 2000 foster children in Washington 
were still waiting to be adopted. They 
had to wait an average of over 3 years 
to find adoptive families. Vulnerable 
children should not have to wait so 
long for the safe, permanent families 
that all children need. 

The Federal Adoption Incentive Pro-
gram, a program first enacted by Con-
gress in 1997, plays an important role 
in encouraging adoption. The program 
provides States like Washington with 
incentive payments for adoptions that 
exceed an established baseline and in-
cludes additional incentives for adop-
tions of older foster children and chil-
dren with special needs. Between 2000 
and 2006, the Adoption Incentive Pro-
gram helped 5,700 children in Washing-
ton’s foster care system join adoptive 
families. 

I am also pleased to support the Kin-
ship Caregiver Act, introduced by Sen-
ator CLINTON in February 2007. The 
Kinship Caregiver Support Act is in-
tended to assist the millions of chil-
dren who are being raised by their 
grandparents and other relatives be-
cause their parents are not able to care 
for them. Among other things, this im-
portant legislation would establish a 
Kinship Navigator Program to help 
link relative caregivers to a broad 
range of services and supports that 
they need for their children and them-
selves. 

I join my colleagues in the Senate in 
paying tribute to the many prospective 

and veteran adoptive families, and I 
look forward to pursuing reforms that 
support children in foster care. 

f 

NEW ENGLAND PATRIOTS 
VIDEOTAPING 

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the 
Patriots engaged in extensive 
videotaping of opponents’ offensive and 
defensive signals starting on August 20, 
2000, and extending to September 9, 
2007, when they were publicly caught 
videotaping the Jets. 

The extent of the taping was not dis-
closed until the NFL was pressured to 
do so. Originally, Commissioner Good-
ell said the taping was limited to late 
in the 2006 season and early in the 2007 
season. In his meeting with me on Feb-
ruary 13, 2008, Goodell admitted the 
taping went back to 2000. Until my 
meeting with Matt Walsh on May 13, 
2008, the only taping we knew about 
took place from 2000 until 2002 and dur-
ing the 2006 and 2007 seasons. 

That left an obvious gap between 2003 
and 2005. In response to my questions, 
Matt Walsh stated he had season tick-
ets in 2003, 2004 and 2005 and saw Steve 
Scarnecchia, his successor, videotape 
games during those seasons including: 

The Patriots’ September 9, 2002, 
game against the Steelers. 

The Patriots’ November 16, 2003, 
game against the Cowboys. 

The Patriots’ September 25, 2005, 
game against the Steelers, which the 
Steelers resoundingly won 34–20. 

Walsh stated he observed 
Scarnecchia filming additional Patri-
ots home games, though he could not 
recall the specific games. 

Walsh said he did not tell Goodell 
about the taping during 2003, 2004 and 
2005 because he was not asked. 

The NFL confiscated the Jets tape on 
September 9, 2007; imposed the pen-
alties on September 13, 2007; on Sep-
tember 17, 2007, viewed the tapes for 
the first time; and then announced 
they had destroyed those tapes on Sep-
tember 20, 2007. Commissioner Goodell 
made his judgment on the punishment 
to be levied before he had viewed the 
key evidence. 

Matt Walsh and other Patriots em-
ployees, Steve Scarnecchia, Jimmy 
Dee, Fernando Neto and possibly Ed 
Bailey were present to observe most if 
not all of the St. Louis Rams walk- 
through practice in advance of the 2002 
Super Bowl, including Marshall 
Faulk’s unusual positioning as a punt 
returner. 

David Halberstam’s book, ‘‘The Edu-
cation of a Coach,’’ documents the way 
Belichick spent the week before the 
Super Bowl obsessing about where the 
Rams would line up Faulk. 

Walsh was asked and told Assistant 
Coach, Brian Daboll, about the 
walkthrough. Walsh said Daboll asked 
him specific questions about the Rams 
offense and Walsh told Daboll about 
Faulk’s lining up as a kick returner. 
Walsh also told Daboll about Rams 
running backs ‘‘lining up in the flat.’’ 

Walsh said Daboll then drew diagrams 
of the formations Walsh had described. 
According to media reports, Daboll de-
nied talking to Walsh about Faulk. We 
do not know what Scarnecchia, Dee, 
Neto or Bailey did or even if they were 
interviewed. 

The Patriots took elaborate steps to 
conceal their filming of opponents’ sig-
nals. Patriots personnel instructed 
Walsh to use a ‘‘cover story’’ if anyone 
questioned him about the filming. 

For example, if asked why the Patri-
ots had an extra camera filming, he 
was instructed to say that he was film-
ing ‘‘tight shots’’ of a particular player 
or players or that he was filming high-
lights. If asked why he was not filming 
the play on the field, he was instructed 
to say that he was filming the down 
marker. 

The red light indicating when his 
camera was rolling was broken. 

During at least one game, the Janu-
ary 27, 2002, AFC Championship game, 
Walsh was specifically instructed not 
to wear anything displaying a Patriots 
logo. Walsh indicated he turned the Pa-
triots sweatshirt he was wearing at the 
time inside-out. Walsh was also given a 
generic credential instead of one that 
identified him as team personnel. 

These efforts to conceal the filming 
demonstrate the Patriots knew they 
were violating NFL rules. 

The filming enabled the Patriots 
coaching staff to anticipate the defen-
sive plays called by the opposing team. 
According to Walsh, he first filmed an 
opponents’ signals during the August 
20, 2000, preseason game against the 
Tampa Bay Buccaneers. After Walsh 
filmed a game, he would provide the 
tape for Ernie Adams, a coaching as-
sistant for the Patriots, who would 
match the signals with the plays. 

Walsh was told by a former offensive 
player that a few days before the Sep-
tember 3, 2000, regular season game 
against Tampa Bay, he—the offensive 
player—was called into a meeting with 
Adams, Bill Belichick and Charlie 
Weis, then the offensive coordinator for 
the Patriots, during which it was ex-
plained how the Patriots would make 
use of the tapes. The offensive player 
would memorize the signals and then 
watch for Tampa Bay’s defensive calls 
during the game. He would then pass 
the plays along to Weis, who would 
give instructions to the quarterback on 
the field. This process enabled the Pa-
triots to go to a ‘‘no-huddle’’ offensive, 
which would lock in the defense the op-
posing team had called from the side-
line, preventing the defense from mak-
ing any adjustments. When Walsh 
asked whether the tape he had filmed 
was helpful, the offensive player said it 
had enabled the team to anticipate 75 
percent of the plays being called by the 
opposing team. 

Among the tapes Walsh turned over 
to the NFL is one of the AFC Cham-
pionship game on January 27, 2002, in 
which the Patriots defeated the Steel-
ers by a score of 24–17. When the Patri-
ots played the Steelers again during 
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their season-opener on September 9, 
2002, the Patriots again won, this time 
by a score of 30–14. 

On October 31, 2004, the Steelers beat 
the Patriots 34–20, forced four turn-
overs, including two interceptions, and 
sacked the quarterback four times. In 
the AFC Championship game on Janu-
ary 23, 2005, the Patriots won 41–27 and 
intercepted Ben Roethlisberger three 
times. The Steelers had no sacks that 
game. 

With respect to the 2002 AFC Cham-
pionship game, it was reported in Feb-
ruary of this year that Hines Ward, 
Steelers wide receiver, said: ‘‘Oh, they 
know. They were calling our stuff out. 
They knew, especially that first cham-
pionship game here at Heinz Field. 
They knew a lot of our calls. There’s 
no question some of their players were 
calling out some of our stuff.’’ 

In addition, Eagles cornerback, Shel-
don Brown, reportedly said earlier this 
year that he noticed a difference in 
New England’s play calling in the sec-
ond quarter of the February 6, 2005, 
Super Bowl game. 

Tampa Bay won the August 20, 2000, 
preseason game by a score of 31–21. Ac-
cording to the information provided by 
Matt Walsh, the Patriots used the film 
to their advantage when they played 
Tampa Bay in their first regular season 
game on September 3, 2000. The Patri-
ots narrowed the spread, losing by a 
score of 21–16. After the game, Charlie 
Weis, the Patriots’ offensive coordi-
nator, was reportedly overheard telling 
Tampa Bay’s defensive coordinator, 
Monte Kiffin, ‘‘We knew all your calls, 
and you still stopped us.’’ The tapes 
Walsh turned over to the NFL indicate 
the Patriots filmed the Dolphins dur-
ing their game on September 24, 2000, a 
game the Patriots lost by 10–3. 

According to Walsh, when the Patri-
ots first began filming opponents, they 
filmed opponents they would play 
again during that same season. The Pa-
triots played the Dolphins again that 
season on December 24, 2000; they again 
narrowed the spread, losing by a score 
of 27–24. 

According to Walsh, he filmed the 
Patriots’ game against Buffalo on No-
vember 5, 2000, a game the Patriots lost 
16–13. When the Patriots played the 
Bills again that season on December 17, 
2000, the Patriots won by a score of 13– 
10. 

During the following season, Walsh 
filmed the Patriots’ game against the 
Jets on September 23, 2001, a game the 
Patriots lost by a score of 10–3. When 
the Patriots played the Jets again that 
season on December 2, 2001, the Patri-
ots won by a score of 17–16. 

The tapes Walsh turned over to the 
NFL indicate the Patriots filmed the 
Dolphins during their game on October 
7, 2001, a game the Patriots lost by 30– 
10. When the Patriots played the Dol-
phins again that season on December 
22, 2001, the Patriots won by a score of 
20–13. 

The Patriots filmed opponents offen-
sive signals in addition to defensive 

signals. On April 23, 2008, the NFL 
issued a statement indicating that 
‘‘Commissioner Goodell determined 
last September that the Patriots had 
violated league rules by videotaping 
opposing coaches’ defensive signals 
during Patriots games throughout Bill 
Belichick’s tenure as head coach.’’ 
However, the tapes turned over by 
Matt Walsh contain footage of offen-
sive signals. The tapes turned over to 
the NFL and the information provided 
by Walsh proves that the Patriots also 
routinely filmed opponents’ offensive 
signals. 

Why the Patriots videotaped signals 
during games when they were not 
scheduled to play that opponent during 
the balance of the season unless they 
were able to utilize the videotape dur-
ing the latter portion of the same 
game. The NFL has not addressed the 
question as to whether the Patriots de-
coded signals during the game for later 
use in that game. 

Mark Schlereth, a former NFL offen-
sive lineman and an ESPN football an-
alyst, is quoted in the New York Time 
on May 14: 

Then why are you doing it against teams 
you aren’t going to play again that season?’’ 

Schlereth said that ‘‘the breadth of infor-
mation on the tapes mainly, the coaches’ 
signals and the subsequent play would be 
simple for someone to analyze during a 
game. There are enough plays in the first 
quarter, he said, to glean any team’s ‘‘sta-
ples,’’ and a quick review of them could 
prove immediately helpful. I don’t see them 
wasting time if they weren’t using it in that 
game. 

Walsh said that Dan Goldberg, an at-
torney for the Patriots, was present at 
his interview and asked questions. 
With some experience in investiga-
tions, I have never heard of a situation 
where the subject of an investigation 
or his/her/its representative was per-
mitted to be present during the inves-
tigation. It strains credulity that any 
objective investigator would coun-
tenance such a practice. During a hear-
ing or trial, parties will be present 
with the right of cross-examination 
and confrontation but certainly not in 
the investigative stage. 

Commissioner Goodell misrepre-
sented the extent of the taping when he 
said at the Super Bowl press conference 
on February 1, 2008: 

I believe there were six tapes, and I believe 
some were from the pre-season in 2007, and 
the rest were primarily in the late 2006 sea-
son. In addition, there were notes that had 
been collected, that I would imagine many 
teams have from when they scout a team in 
advance, that we took, that may have been 
collected by using an illegal activity, accord-
ing to our rules. Later, Goodell said of the 
taping [W]e think it was quite limited. It 
was not something that was done on a wide-
spread basis. 

Commissioner Goodell materially 
changed his story in his meeting with 
me on February 13, 2008, when he said 
there has been taping since 2000. 

There has been no plausible expla-
nation as to why Commissioner Good-
ell imposed the penalty on September 
13, 2007, before the NFL examined the 
tapes on September 17, 2007. 

There has been no plausible expla-
nation as to why the NFL destroyed 
the tapes. Commissioner Goodell 
sought to explain his reason by saying 
during his February 1, 2008 press con-
ference that: 

We didn’t want there to be any question 
about whether this existed. If it shows up 
again, it would have to be something that 
came outside of our investigation and what I 
was told existed. 

On April 23, 2008, the NFL issued a 
statement that the penalties imposed 
on the Patriots last fall were solely for 
filming defensive signals. ‘‘Commis-
sioner Goodell determined last Sep-
tember that the Patriots had violated 
league rules by videotaping opposing 
coaches’ defensive signals during Patri-
ots games throughout Bill Belichick’s 
tenure as head coach.’’ The tapes 
turned over by Matt Walsh also con-
tain footage of offensive signals. 

The overwhelming evidence flatly 
contradicts Commissioner Goodell’s as-
sertion that there was little or no ef-
fect on the outcome of the game: dur-
ing his February 1, 2008, press con-
ference, Commissioner Goodell stated 
‘‘I think it probably had a limited ef-
fect, if any effect, on the outcome on 
any game.’’ Later during the press con-
ference, Goodell stated again ‘‘I don’t 
believe it affected the outcome of any 
games.’’ Commissioner Goodell’s effort 
to minimize the effect of the 
videotaping is categorically refuted by 
the persistent use of the sophisticated 
scheme which required a great deal of 
effort and produced remarkable results. 

In the absence of the notes, which 
the NFL destroyed, of the Steelers’ 
three regular season games and two 
postseason games, including the cham-
pionship game on January 23, 2005, we 
do not know what effect the 
videotaping of the earlier games, espe-
cially the October 31, 2004, game, had 
on enabling the Patriots to win the 
AFC Championship. It is especially 
critical that key witnesses—coaches, 
players—be questioned to determine 
those issues. 

Failure to question—or at least pub-
licly disclose the results of—key wit-
nesses to other matters identified here-
in on what we do not know. 

On the totality of the available evi-
dence and the potential unknown evi-
dence, the Commissioner’s investiga-
tion has been fatally flawed. The lack 
of candor, the piecemeal disclosures, 
the changes in position on material 
matters, the failure to be proactive in 
seeking out other key witnesses, and 
responding only when unavoidable 
when evidence is thrust upon the NFL 
leads to the judgment that an impar-
tial investigation is mandatory. 

There is an unmistakable atmosphere 
of conflict of interest or potential con-
flict of interest between what is in the 
public’s interest and what is in the 
NFL’s interest. The NFL has good rea-
son to disclose as little as possible in 
its effort to convince the public that 
what was done wasn’t so bad, had no 
significant effect on the games and, in 
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any event, has all been cleaned up. 
Enormous financial interests are in-
volved and the owners have a mutual 
self-interest in sticking together. Evi-
dence of winning by cheating would 
have the inevitable effect of undercut-
ting public confidence in the game and 
reducing, perhaps drastically, attend-
ance and TV revenues. 

The public interest is enormous. 
Sports personalities are role models for 
all of us, especially youngsters. If the 
Patriots can cheat, so can the college 
teams, so can the high school teams, so 
can the 6th grader taking a math ex-
amination. The Congress has granted 
the NFL a most significant business 
advantage, an antitrust exemption, 
highly unusual in the commercial 
world. That largesse can continue only 
if the NFL can prove itself worthy. Be-
yond the issues of role models and anti-
trust, America has a love affair with 
sports. Professional football has topped 
all other sporting events in fan inter-
est. Americans have a right to be guar-
anteed that their favorite sport is hon-
estly competitive. 

In an extraordinary time, baseball 
took extraordinary action in turning 
to a man of unimpeachable integrity— 
Federal Judge Kenesaw Mountain Lan-
dis—to act forcefully and decisively to 
save professional baseball from the 
Black Sox scandal in 1919. 

On this state of the record, an objec-
tive, thorough, transparent investiga-
tion is necessary. If the NFL does not 
initiate an inquiry like the investiga-
tion conducted by former Senator 
George Mitchell for baseball, it will be 
up to Congress to get the facts and 
take corrective action. 

f 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

HONORING MILDRED AND 
RICHARD LOVING 

∑ Mr. CARDIN. For many young Amer-
icans, it is hard to believe that only 40 
years ago, citizens of the United States 
were subject to prosecution and impris-
onment for marrying someone of a dif-
ferent race. But in 1967 that was indeed 
the situation in 16 States where inter-
racial marriage was illegal. 

In 1958, Mildred Jeter, a black Native 
American, traveled with Richard Lov-
ing, a Caucasian, from Virginia’s Caro-
line County to the District of Columbia 
to be married. They came here because 
their home State of Virginia’s anti- 
miscegenation laws prohibited inter-
racial marriage. Shortly after return-
ing to Virginia, Mr. and Mrs. Loving 
were arrested in their home. They pled 
guilty to violating section 20–58 of the 
Virginia Code: ‘‘Leaving State to evade 
law—If any white person and colored 
person shall go out of this State, for 
the purpose of being married, and with 
the intention of returning, and be mar-
ried out of it, and afterwards return 
and reside in it, cohabiting as man and 
wife, they shall be punished as provided 
in Section 20–59, and the marriage shall 

be governed by the same law as if it 
had been solemnized in this State. The 
fact of their cohabitation here as man 
and wife shall be evidence of their mar-
riage.’’ Section 20–59 of the code pro-
vided for confinement for between 1 
and 5 years. The Lovings were sen-
tenced to 1 year in jail, but the trial 
judge suspended the sentence for a pe-
riod of 25 years on the condition that 
the couple leave the State and agree 
not to return simultaneously for the 
next 25 years. 

But after some time away, the couple 
began to miss Virginia and decided to 
pursue justice. They hired lawyers and 
challenged the Virginia law through 
years of court cases leading up to the 
United States Supreme Court. The Su-
preme Court heard the case of Richard 
Perry Loving et ux, v. Virginia on 
April 10 and decided the case unani-
mously on June 12, 1967, noting that 
‘‘the clear and central purpose of the 
Fourteenth Amendment was to elimi-
nate all official sources of invidious ra-
cial discrimination in the States. . . . 
We have consistently denied the con-
stitutionality of measures which re-
strict the rights of citizens on account 
of race. There can be no doubt that re-
stricting the freedom to marry violates 
the central meaning of the Equal Pro-
tection Clause . . . Under our Constitu-
tion, the freedom to marry, or not 
marry, a person of another race resides 
with the individual and cannot be in-
fringed by the State. These convictions 
must be reversed. It is so ordered.’’ 

Due to their unyielding belief in 
equality and the work of dedicated at-
torneys, the Lovings prevailed. They 
made their home in Virginia and raised 
three children. According to published 
accounts of their life together, times 
were hard for the family. Hit by a 
drunk driver in 1975, Richard Loving 
died and Mildred Loving was injured. 
Mrs. Loving lived her remaining years 
in Virginia until Friday, May 2, 2008, 
when she died at age 68. 

Mildred Loving’s name lacks the 
prominence shared by other heroes of 
the civil rights movement. In fact, she 
eschewed the limelight and viewed her 
case differently than what many might 
expect. 

On the 40th anniversary of the deci-
sion, Mildred Loving stated: 

(W)hen my late husband, Richard, and I 
got married in Washington, DC in 1958, it 
wasn’t to make a political statement or 
start a fight. We were in love, and we wanted 
to be married. . . . We didn’t get married in 
Washington because we wanted to marry 
there. We did it there because the govern-
ment wouldn’t allow us to marry back home 
in Virginia where we grew up, where we met, 
where we fell in love, and where we wanted 
to be together and build our family. You see, 
I am a woman of color and Richard was 
white, and at that time people believed it 
was okay to keep us from marrying because 
of their ideas of who should marry whom . . . 
Not long after our wedding, we were awak-
ened in the middle of the night in our own 
bedroom by deputy sheriffs and actually ar-
rested for the ‘‘crime’’ of marrying the 
wrong kind of person. Our marriage certifi-
cate was hanging on the wall above the bed. 

The state prosecuted Richard and me, and 
after we were found guilty, the judge de-
clared: ‘‘Almighty God created the races 
white, black, yellow, malay and red, and he 
placed them on separate continents. And but 
for the interference with his arrangement 
there would be no cause for such marriages. 
The fact that he separated the races shows 
that he did not intend for the races to mix.’’ 
He sentenced us to a year in prison, but of-
fered to suspend the sentence if we left our 
home in Virginia for 25 years exile. We left, 
and got a lawyer. Richard and I had to fight, 
but still were not fighting for a cause. We 
were fighting for our love. Though it turned 
out we had to fight, happily Richard and I 
didn’t have to fight alone. Thanks to groups 
like the ACLU and the NAACP Legal Defense 
& Education Fund, and so many good people 
around the country willing to speak up, we 
took our case for the freedom to marry all 
the way to the U.S. Supreme Court. And on 
June 12, 1967, the Supreme Court ruled 
unanimously that, ‘‘The freedom to marry 
has long been recognized as one of the vital 
personal rights essential to the orderly pur-
suit of happiness by free men,’’ a basic civil 
right. 

Mrs. Loving’s words express more 
poignantly than any others the impor-
tance of this case. Although she did not 
embrace the role of a civil rights hero, 
because of her forthright bravery, his-
tory will remember her as such. Last 
June, the House of Representatives 
passed unanimously H. Res 431, com-
memorating the 40th anniversary of 
the landmark Supreme Court decision 
legalizing interracial marriage within 
the United States. In addition, June 12 
has informally come to be known as 
‘‘Loving Day’’ in the United States in 
their honor. 

Next month, when we acknowledge 
the 41st anniversary of that historic 
decision, Mrs. Loving will not be with 
us, but her spirit will remain. Today, I 
pay tribute to Mildred and Richard 
Loving and to their remarkable cour-
age. I offer my sincere condolences to 
their children and grandchildren, and I 
ask my colleagues to join me in re-
membering them.∑ 

f 

IN MEMORY OF LOUISE SHADDUCK 
∑ Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, on May 4, 
Idaho lost a pioneer and one of her 
strongest champions. The legacy of 
Louise Shadduck will live in the hearts 
of many Idahoans, particularly for 
Idaho women now involved in politics 
or journalism. She blazed trails and in-
spired action and involvement in the 
governance of and commentary on our 
society. 

Louise lived an incredible and full 
life, working as a journalist in the 
1930s and 1940s and then shifting to pol-
itics where she served on the staffs of 
historical figures such as Governors 
Len Jordan and Charles Robins, Sen-
ator Henry Dworshak and U.S. Rep-
resentative Orval Hansen. She was a 
staunch supporter of Idaho Republicans 
over the years, but did so with discern-
ment, always making sure to remind 
those in office in her own way that it 
was Idahoans who they served, not 
themselves. 

Louise enjoyed people, and they en-
joyed her in return. In high school in 
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Coeur d’Alene in the early 1930s, Louise 
wrote an article for a journalism con-
test to win a trip to Alaska. According 
to an old friend, the entire school got 
together and voted for her article; she 
won the trip. Louise was a hard work-
er. Also in high school, Louise and her 
six brothers took turns driving the 
Shadduck family dairy milk truck on 
its route in the mornings before school 
started. Some afternoons, Louise would 
invite her friends to pile on to the 
empty milk crates on the bed of the 
truck to go to Spokane to catch a 
movie. She was a pioneer in women’s 
rights, serving as Idaho State Sec-
retary of Commerce and Development 
in 1958 the first woman in the country 
in that position. Louise also ran unsuc-
cessfully against Gracie Pfost for Con-
gress in 1956. It was an historic cam-
paign, not only because it was the first 
time two Idaho women ran against 
each other in a general election for a 
national legislative office, but Pfost, 
the Democrat incumbent, was the first 
woman to represent Idaho in Congress. 

Louise served as executive director of 
the Idaho Forest Industry Council and 
received an honorary law degree from 
the University of Idaho in 1969. She was 
president of Idaho Press Women in 1966 
and was president of the National Fed-
eration of Press Women from 1971 to 
1973. Louise was an avid consumer of 
history, news and the world, traveling 
often and writing. She authored four 
books about Idaho and was working on 
a fifth when she became ill. Her mind 
was always sharp, as was her wit. Peo-
ple could count on her to be honest, 
forthright and inclusive, even of 
strangers. Many felt as if they had a 
second mom in Louise. She was a lover 
of knowledge and history, arranging 
family trips to show younger genera-
tions where their Shadduck pioneer 
roots lay. She remembered your name 
after the first introduction. People 
were vitally important to Louise, and 
her thirst for knowledge made her the 
go-to person for many people when 
they were researching information 
about Idaho. She was artistically gift-
ed, and was known for her impromptu 
illustrations, sometimes hastily 
sketched in the front of a copy of one 
of her books and given to a friend. 

Much of Idaho is rural. Louise inter-
nalized the importance of small-town 
life and the intrinsic value of people. In 
a small-town, you get to know just 
about everyone. You learn to appre-
ciate the fact that people are much 
more than just faces in a crowd. In to-
day’s hurried, populated world, Louise 
reminded many of us what was truly 
important—morals, faith, mutual re-
spect, honesty, individuality, and 
trustworthiness. Louise once told a re-
porter that people who leave this world 
without writing their story down 
means that we have lost a story. While 
Louise wrote many stories, we have 
lost an epic with her passing. 

I offer my condolences to Louise’s 
family and friends at this sad time.∑ 

HONORING JOHN H. McCONNELL 
∑ Mr. VOINOVICH. Mr. President, I 
wish to honor John H. McConnell. On 
April 25, Ohio lost a dear friend and 
true statesman. Very few people cared 
as much about Ohio as John did, and 
his legacy will live on through his tre-
mendous contributions in the state. 

Though he found great professional 
success in his life, John never swayed 
from his deep-rooted commitment to 
honesty and integrity in every facet of 
his life. With just a single load of steel, 
John founded Worthington Industries 
in 1955 out of his basement home in Co-
lumbus, OH. Since then, Worthington 
Industries has reached 10 countries, 
with 63 locations and 8,000 employees. 
With its main divisions in steel proc-
essing, metal framing and pressure cyl-
inders, it generates approximately $3 
billion of sales annually. 

Above all else, the Worthington phi-
losophy has always been about prac-
ticing the Golden Rule. The commit-
ment to good citizenship, civic involve-
ment, and philanthropy is nowhere bet-
ter represented within the Worthington 
organization than at the very top 
level—and that commitment lives on 
with John’s legacy. 

Worthington Industries has also been 
recognized for its unfailing dedication 
to its employees and their families. In 
fact, it has been named one of the top 
100 best places to work in America. 
John truly cared about his employees, 
and that attitude was reflected 
throughout the entire company. 

I worked closely with John when 
Worthington Industries opened a steel 
plant in Delta, OH. Honestly, I never 
worked with anyone more candid and 
fair than John. When he made a com-
mitment, it was sure—you didn’t need 
a contract with him. He championed 
public and private partnerships, and as 
former Governor of Ohio and now U.S. 
Senator, I found great comfort know-
ing John was at the head of one of the 
largest companies in Ohio. 

In 2000, Columbus got its first profes-
sional athletic team—the Columbus 
Blue Jackets hockey team. John led 
the group of investors that brought the 
team to Columbus, where he served as 
the team’s majority owner. He also es-
tablished the Columbus Blue Jackets 
Foundation, which uses the resources 
of its professional athletes, coaches, 
and staff to improve the quality of life 
throughout central Ohio. 

John and his wife Peggy were also 
committed to advancing the care and 
prevention of heart disease, contrib-
uting $7.5 million to develop the 
McConnell Heart Hospital at Riverside 
Hospital in Columbus. The hospital 
still provides exceptional care to those 
in need and is the leading heart care 
provider in the Midwest. 

John’s outstanding leadership has 
certainly not gone unnoticed. He has 
been honored with Financial World 
Magazine’s Outstanding Chief Execu-
tive Officer of the Year Award, the Ho-
ratio Alger Award, the Ohio Governor’s 
Award, the National Football Founda-

tion Gold Medal, the Industry Week 
award for Excellence in Management, 
and with a place in the National Junior 
Achievement Business Hall of Fame. 

John was married to his wife Peggy 
for 59 years, and sadly, they were sepa-
rated when she passed away in 2005. 
Perhaps the greatest comfort John’s 
loved ones can take is in knowing that 
John has been reunited in heaven with 
his beloved wife. Their enduring love is 
a model for us all. John will be missed. 
His family, including his son, John P., 
daughter, Margaret, and five grand-
children, are in our prayers.∑ 

f 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 9:33 a.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bill, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 6022. An act to suspend the acquisi-
tion of petroleum for the Strategic Petro-
leum Reserve, and for other purposes. 

At 4:43 p.m. a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House agrees to the 
report of the committee of conference 
on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Sen-
ate to the bill (H.R. 2419) to provide for 
the continuation of agricultural pro-
grams through fiscal year 2012, and for 
other purposes. 

At 5:13 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the 
following bills, in which it requests the 
concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 4008. An act to amend the Fair Credit 
Reporting Act to make technical corrections 
to the definition of willful noncompliance 
with respect to violations involving the 
printing of an expiration date on certain 
credit and debit card receipts before the date 
of the enactment of this act. 

H.R. 6051. An act to amend Public Law 110– 
196 to provide for a temporary extension of 
programs authorized by the Farm Security 
and Rural Investment Act of 2002 beyond 
May 16, 2008. 

At 6:50 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Ms. Brandon, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House insists upon 
its amendment to the concurrent reso-
lution (S. Con. Res. 70) setting forth 
the congressional budget for the United 
States Government for fiscal year 2009 
and 2010 through 2013, and asks for a 
conference with the Senate on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there-
on. 

Ordered, that Mr. SPRATT, Ms. 
DELAURO, Mr. EDWARDS, Mr. RYAN of 
Wisconsin, and Mr. BARRETT of South 
Carolina, be the managers of the con-
ference on the part of the House. 
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MEASURES PLACED ON THE 

CALENDAR 
The following joint resolution was 

read the second time, and placed on the 
calendar: 

S.J. Res. 32. Joint resolution limiting the 
issuance of a letter of offer with respect to a 
certain proposed sale of defense articles and 
defense services to the Kingdom of Saudi 
Arabia. 

f 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated: 

EC–6194. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy, Office of the Under Secretary 
of Defense (Personnel and Readiness), trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, notification of the 
Department’s intent to close its commissary 
stores at Darmstadt, Wuerzburg, and Hanau, 
Germany; to the Committee on Armed Serv-
ices. 

EC–6195. A communication from the Fiscal 
Assistant Secretary, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
annual reports that appeared in the March 
2008 edition of the Treasury Bulletin; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC–6196. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, a six-month periodic report on 
the national emergency that was declared in 
Executive Order 12170 of November 14, 1979, 
with respect to Iran; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC–6197. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach 
Procedures (145)’’ ((RIN2120–AA65)(Amdt. No. 
3267)) received on May 12, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6198. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach 
Procedures (21)’’ ((RIN2120–AA65)(Amdt. No. 
3235)) received on May 12, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6199. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Amendment of Using Agencies for 
Restricted Areas R–5303A, B, C; R–5304A, B, 
C; and R–5306A, C, D, E; NC’’ ((RIN2120– 
AA65)(Docket No. 07–ASO–28)) received on 
May 12, 2008; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6200. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace; 
Lexington, OK’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(Docket No. 
08–ASW–11)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6201. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace; 
Rumford, ME’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(Docket No. 
08–ANE–94)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6202. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Modification of Class E Airspace; 
Tucson, AZ’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(Docket No. 07– 
ANM–12)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6203. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace; 
Farmington, ME’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(Docket 
No. 07–ANE–93)) received on May 12, 2008; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6204. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace; 
Oil City, PA’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(Docket No. 
07–AEA–10)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6205. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Przedsiebiorstwo Doswiadczalno- 
Produkcyjne Szybownictwa ‘PZL-Bielsko’ 
Model SZD–50–3 ‘Puchacz’ Gliders’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64)(Docket No. 2007–CE–100)) re-
ceived on May 12, 2008; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6206. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Eurocopter Model AS 332 L2 Helicopters’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64)(Docket No. 2007–SW–41)) re-
ceived on May 12, 2008; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6207. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; McDon-
nell Douglas Model DC–8–55; DC–8F–54, and 
DC–8F–55 Airplanes; and Model DC–8–60, DC– 
8–70, DC–8–60F, and DC–8–70F Series Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(Docket No. 2007– 
NM–122)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6208. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Boeing 
Model 737–300, –400, and –500 Series Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(Docket No. 2007– 
NM–202)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6209. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Airbus 
Model A330–200, A330–300, A340–200, and A340– 
300 Series Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120– 
AA64)(Docket No. 2007–NM–282)) received on 
May 12, 2008; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6210. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Airbus 
Model A300 Series Airplanes and Airbus 
Model A300–600 Series Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120– 
AA64)(Docket No. 2006–NM–239)) received on 
May 12, 2008; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6211. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; McDon-
nell Douglas Model DC–10–10 and DC–10–10F 
Airplanes, Model DC–10–15 Airplanes, Model 
DC–10–30 and DC–10–30F Airplanes, Model 
DC–10–40 and DC–10–40F Airplanes, MD–10– 
10F and MD–10–30F Airplanes, and Model 
MD–11 and MD–11F Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120– 
AA64)(Docket No. 2007–NM–163)) received on 
May 12, 2008; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6212. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Pacific 
Aerospace Corporation, Ltd Model 750XL 
Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(Docket No. 2007– 
CE–097)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6213. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Boeing 
Model 737–300, –400, and –500 Series Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(Docket No. 2008– 
NM–047)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6214. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Eurocopter France Model EC130 B4 Heli-
copters’’ ((RIN2120–AA64)(Docket No. 2006– 
SW–23)) received on May 12, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6215. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Goodrich 
Evacuation Systems Approved Under Tech-
nical Standard Orders TSO–C69, TSO–C69a, 
TSO–C69b, and TSO–C69c, Installed on Var-
ious Boeing, McDonnell Douglas, and Airbus 
Transport Category Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120– 
AA64)(Docket No. 2003–NM–239)) received on 
May 12, 2008; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6216. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; APEX 
Aircraft Model CAP 10 B Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64)(Docket No. 2007–CE–102)) re-
ceived on May 12, 2008; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6217. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Airspace; 
Philipsburg, PA’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(Docket 
No. 05–AEA–21)) received on May 12, 2008; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6218. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Airspace; 
State College, PA’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(Docket 
No. 07–AEA–06)) received on May 12, 2008; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6219. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
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entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Airspace; 
Tappahannock, PA’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(Docket 
No. 07–AEA–04)) received on May 12, 2008; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6220. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Airspace; 
Du Bois, PA’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(Docket No. 05– 
AEA–17)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6221. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace; 
Muncy, PA’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(Docket No. 07– 
AEA–08)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6222. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace; 
Montrose, PA’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(Docket No. 
07–AEA–11)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6223. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Airspace; 
Pottsville, PA’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(Docket No. 
05–AEA–18)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6224. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace; 
Lewiston, ME’’ ((RIN2120–AA66)(Docket No. 
07–ANE–95)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6225. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Airspace; 
St. Mary’s, PA’’ ((RIN2120-AA66)(Docket No. 
05-AEA-20)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6226. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace; 
Black River Falls, WI’’ ((RIN2120- 
AA66)(Docket No. 08-AGL-4)) received on 
May 12, 2008; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6227. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace; 
Springfield, CO’’ ((RIN2120-AA66)(Docket No. 
07-ANM-04)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6228. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace; 
Wheatland, WY’’ ((RIN2120-AA66)(Docket No. 
07-ANM-10)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6229. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-

tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Modification of Class E Airspace; 
Hollister, CA’’ ((RIN2120-AA66)(Docket No. 
07-AWP-5)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6230. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace; 
Huntsville, AR’’ ((RIN2120-AA66)(Docket No. 
08-ASW-2)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6231. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Airspace; 
Honesdale, PA’’ ((RIN2120-AA66)(Docket No. 
07-AEA-12)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6232. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace; 
Wheatland, WY’’ ((RIN2120-AA66)(Docket No. 
07-ANM-10)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6233. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace; 
Lewisburg, PA’’ ((RIN2120-AA66)(Docket No. 
07-AEA-16)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6234. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace; 
Emporium, PA’’ ((RIN2120-AA66)(Docket No. 
07-AEA-15)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6235. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace; 
Marienville, PA’’ ((RIN2120-AA66)(Docket 
No. 07-AEA-13)) received on May 12, 2008; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6236. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E5 Air-
space; Eagle Pass, TX’’ ((RIN2120- 
AA66)(Docket No. 08-ASW-3)) received on 
May 12, 2008; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6237. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E Airspace; 
La Pointe, WI’’ ((RIN2120-AA66)(Docket No. 
08-AGL-3)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6238. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Airbus 
Model A300 B4–600, A300 B4–600R, A300 C4– 
600R, and A300 F4–600R Series Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No. 2007-NM-225)) re-
ceived on May 12, 2008; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6239. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Viking 
Air Limited Model DHC–6 Series Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No. 2007-CE-008)) re-
ceived on May 12, 2008; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6240. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Honey-
well International Inc. TFE731–2C, –3B, –3BR, 
–3C, –3CR, –3D, –3DR, –4R, –5AR, –5BR, –5R, 
–20R, –20AR, –20BR, –40, –40AR, –40R, and –60 
Series Turbofan Engines’’ ((RIN2120- 
AA64)(Docket No. 2007-NE-14)) received on 
May 12, 2008; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6241. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Empresa 
Brasileira de Aeronautica S.A. Model EMB– 
135 Airplanes; and Model EMB–145, –145ER, 
–145MR, –145LR, –145XR, –145MP, and –145EP 
Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No. 2008- 
NM-001)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6242. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Eurocopter France Model AS 355 F2 and AS 
355 N Helicopters’’ ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket 
No. 2007-SW-31)) received on May 12, 2008; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6243. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Learjet 
Model 45 Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket 
No. 2005-NM-007)) received on May 12, 2008; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6244. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Bom-
bardier Model DHC-8-400 Series Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No. 2007-NM-146)) re-
ceived on May 12, 2008; to the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6245. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Boeing 
Model 757–200, –200PF, and –200CB Series Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No. 2008-NM- 
016)) received on May 12, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6246. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Boeing 
Model 727 Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Dock-
et No. 2006–NM–179)) received on May 12, 2008; 
to the Committee on Commerce, Science, 
and Transportation. 

EC–6247. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Saab 
Model SAAB SF340A and SAAB 340B Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. 2007– 
NM–236)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
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Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6248. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Boeing 
Model 707 Airplanes and Model 720 and 720B 
Series Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket 
No. 2007–NM–212)) received on May 12, 2008; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6249. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Bom-
bardier Model CL–600–2B19 Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. 2007–NM–292)) 
received on May 12, 2008; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6250. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; 
Taylorcraft A, B, and F Series Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. 2007–CE–086)) 
received on May 12, 2008; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6251. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Boeing 
Model 707 Airplanes, and Model 720 and 720B 
Series Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket 
No. 2006–NM–164)) received on May 12, 2008; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6252. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Boeing 
Model 767–200, –300, –300F, and –400ER Series 
Airplanes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. 
2007–NM–105)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6253. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; ATR 
Model ATR42 and ATR72 Airplanes’’ 
((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. 2007–NM–206)) 
received on May 12, 2008; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6254. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Dassault 
Model Falcon 2000, Falcon 2000EX, Mystere- 
Falcon 900, Falcon 900EX, Fan Jet Falcon, 
Mystere-Falcon 50, Mystere-Falcon 20, 
Mystere-Falcon 200, and Falcon 10 Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120–AA64) (Docket No. 2006– 
NM–276)) received on May 12, 2008; to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6255. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Part 95 Instrument Flight Rules’’ 
((RIN2120–AA63) (Amdt. No. 473)) received on 
May 12, 2008; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6256. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Part 95 Instrument Flight Rules’’ 
((RIN2120-AA63)(Amdt. No. 472)) received on 
May 12, 2008; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6257. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach 
Procedures’’ ((RIN2120-AA65)(Amdt. No. 
3261)) received on May 12, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6258. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach 
Procedures’’ ((RIN2120-AA65)(Amdt. No. 
3260)) received on May 12, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6259. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach 
Procedures’’ ((RIN2120-AA65)(Amdt. No. 
3259)) received on May 12, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6260. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach 
Procedures’’ ((RIN2120-AA65)(Amdt. No. 
3257)) received on May 12, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6261. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach 
Procedures’’ ((RIN2120-AA65)(Amdt. No. 
3254)) received on May 12, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6262. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach 
Procedures’’ ((RIN2120-AA65)(Amdt. No. 
3256)) received on May 12, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6263. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach 
Procedures’’ ((RIN2120-AA65)(Amdt. No. 
3253)) received on May 12, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6264. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach 
Procedures’’ ((RIN2120-AA65)(Amdt. No. 
3252)) received on May 12, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6265. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach 
Procedures’’ ((RIN2120-AA65)(Amdt. No. 
3251)) received on May 12, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6266. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives; Airbus 
Model A318, A319, A320, and A321 Series Air-
planes’’ ((RIN2120-AA64)(Docket No. 2007-NM- 

112)) received on May 12, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6267. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, Federal Aviation Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule 
entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Approach 
Procedures’’ ((RIN2120-AA65)(Amdt. No. 
3258)) received on May 12, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6268. A communication from the Assist-
ant Chief Counsel for Hazardous Materials 
Safety, Department of Transportation, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of 
a rule entitled ‘‘Hazardous Materials: En-
hancing Rail Transportation Safety and Se-
curity for Hazardous Materials Shipments’’ 
(RIN2137-AE02) received on May 12, 2008; to 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation. 

EC–6269. A communication from the Chief 
Counsel, Maritime Administration, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the report of a rule entitled 
‘‘Launch Barge Waiver Program’’ (RIN2133- 
AB67) received on May 12, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation. 

EC–6270. A communication from the Sec-
retary of Transportation, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, the Department’s Annual Re-
port for fiscal year 2007 relative to progress 
in conducting environmental remedial ac-
tion at federally-owned or operated facili-
ties; to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6271. A communication from the Pro-
gram Analyst, National Highway Traffic 
Safety Administration, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Part 565 
Increase Number of Unique Available Vehi-
cle Identification Numbers’’ (RIN2127-AJ99) 
received on May 12, 2008; to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC–6272. A communication from the Direc-
tor, Office of Surface Mining, Department of 
the Interior, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Montana Regu-
latory Program’’ (Docket No. MT–026) re-
ceived on May 12, 2008; to the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

EC–6273. A communication from the Chief 
of the Publications and Regulations Branch, 
Internal Revenue Service, Department of the 
Treasury, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
report of a rule entitled ‘‘Coordinated Issue: 
Distressed Asset Trust Transaction’’ (Notice 
2008–34) received on May 7, 2008; to the Com-
mittee on Finance. 

EC–6274. A communication from the Assist-
ant General Counsel for Regulatory Services, 
Office of Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation, Department of Education, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented 
Students Education Program’’ (73 FR 21329) 
received on May 12, 2008; to the Committee 
on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions. 

EC–6275. A communication from the Prin-
cipal Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Of-
fice of Legislative Affairs, Department of 
Justice, transmitting, pursuant to law, an 
annual report for fiscal year 2007; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

f 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. SMITH (for himself and Mr. 
WYDEN): 
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S. 3015. A bill to designate the facility of 

the United States Postal Service located at 
18 S. G Street, Lakeview, Oregon, as the ‘‘Dr. 
Bernard Daly Post Office Building’’; to the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs. 

By Mr. KERRY (for himself, Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. COLE-
MAN, and Mr. LIEBERMAN): 

S. 3016. A bill to direct the Attorney Gen-
eral to provide grants for Internet Crime pre-
vention education programs; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself and Ms. 
STABENOW): 

S. 3017. A bill to designate the Beaver 
Basin Wilderness at Pictured Rocks National 
Lakeshore in the State of Michigan; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. SESSIONS: 
S. 3018. A bill to establish a Commission on 

Federal Criminal and Juvenile Justice As-
sistance Programs; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. SALAZAR: 
S. 3019. A bill to amend the Energy Policy 

Act of 2005 to promote oil shale and tar sands 
leasing, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

f 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Mr. THUNE, 
Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida, Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. STEVENS, and 
Mr. SMITH): 

S. Res. 564. A resolution expressing the 
sense of the Senate regarding oversight of 
the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names 
and Numbers; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

By Mr. ROBERTS (for himself, Mr. 
BAYH, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. BINGAMAN, 
Mr. BROWN, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. COCH-
RAN, Mr. CRAIG, Mr. DODD, Mrs. DOLE, 
Mr. DOMENICI, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. 
INHOFE, Mr. ISAKSON, Mr. KENNEDY, 
Mr. LEVIN, Mrs. MCCASKILL, Ms. 
MURKOWSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. 
SMITH, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. STEVENS, 
and Mr. SESSIONS): 

S. Res. 565. A resolution designating May 
15, 2008 as Military Kids Day; considered and 
agreed to. 

By Mr. JOHNSON: 
S. Res. 566. A resolution designating June 

2008 as ‘‘National Aphasia Awareness Month’’ 
and supporting efforts to increase awareness 
of aphasia; considered and agreed to. 

f 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 

S. 881 

At the request of Mr. SMITH, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 881, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to extend and 
modify the railroad track maintenance 
credit. 

S. 903 

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the 
names of the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. ALEXANDER), the Senator from 
Idaho (Mr. CRAIG), the Senator from 
New Hampshire (Mr. GREGG), the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania (Mr. SPECTER), 
the Senator from Oregon (Mr. SMITH), 

the Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
GRAHAM), the Senator from Kansas 
(Mr. ROBERTS), the Senator from Utah 
(Mr. HATCH), the Senator from Indiana 
(Mr. LUGAR), the Senator from Idaho 
(Mr. CRAPO), the Senator from Texas 
(Mr. CORNYN), the Senator from Kansas 
(Mr. BROWNBACK), the Senator from 
Oklahoma (Mr. INHOFE), and the Sen-
ator from Mississippi (Mr. WICKER) 
were added as cosponsors of S. 903, a 
bill to award a Congressional Gold 
Medal to Dr. Muhammad Yunus, in rec-
ognition of his contributions to the 
fight against global poverty. 

S. 940 

At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
(Mrs. LINCOLN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 940, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to perma-
nently extend the subpart F exemption 
for active financing income. 

S. 1382 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from Nebraska (Mr. 
NELSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1382, a bill to amend the Public Health 
Service Act to provide for the estab-
lishment of an Amyotrophic Lateral 
Sclerosis Registry. 

S. 1906 

At the request of Mr. COLEMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1906, a bill to understand and com-
prehensively address the oral health 
problems associated with methamphet-
amine use. 

S. 1907 

At the request of Mr. COLEMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms. 
COLLINS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1907, a bill to amend title I of the Om-
nibus Crime Control and Safe Streets 
Act of 1968 to understand and com-
prehensively address the inmate oral 
health problems associated with meth-
amphetamine use, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 2394 

At the request of Mr. COLEMAN, the 
name of the Senator from North Caro-
lina (Mr. BURR) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2394, a bill to amend the Inter-
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to simplify, 
modernize, and improve public notice 
of and access to tax lien information 
by providing for a national, Internet 
accessible, filing system for Federal 
tax liens, and for other purposes. 

S. 2495 

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr. 
CRAPO) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2495, a bill to amend title 18, United 
States Code, and the Federal Rules of 
Criminal Procedure with respect to 
bail bond forfeitures. 

S. 2523 

At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
names of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. SPECTER) and the Senator 
from Louisiana (Ms. LANDRIEU) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2523, a bill to 
establish the National Affordable Hous-

ing Trust Fund in the Treasury of the 
United States to provide for the con-
struction, rehabilitation, and preserva-
tion of decent, safe, and affordable 
housing for low-income families. 

S. 2666 
At the request of Ms. CANTWELL, the 

name of the Senator from Florida (Mr. 
NELSON) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2666, a bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to encourage invest-
ment in affordable housing, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 2668 
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 

name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr. 
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 2668, a bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986 to remove cell 
phones from listed property under sec-
tion 280F. 

S. 2699 
At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 

the name of the Senator from Wash-
ington (Ms. CANTWELL) was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 2699, a bill to require 
new vessels for carrying oil fuel to 
have double hulls, and for other pur-
poses. 

S. 2748 
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the 

name of the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2748, a bill to direct the 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to publish physical activity guide-
lines for the general public, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 2774 
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 

name of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KENNEDY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2774, a bill to provide for 
the appointment of additional Federal 
circuit and district judges, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 2793 
At the request of Mr. MENENDEZ, the 

name of the Senator from California 
(Mrs. FEINSTEIN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2793, a bill to direct the 
Federal Trade Commission to prescribe 
a rule prohibiting deceptive adver-
tising of abortion services, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 2828 
At the request of Mr. BAUCUS, the 

names of the Senator from New York 
(Mrs. CLINTON), the Senator from Ohio 
(Mr. BROWN), the Senator from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. KERRY), and the Senator 
from Michigan (Ms. STABENOW) were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2828, a bill to 
require the Secretary of the Treasury 
to mint and issue coins commemo-
rating the 100th anniversary of the es-
tablishment of Glacier National Park, 
and for other purposes. 

S. 2874 
At the request of Mrs. FEINSTEIN, the 

name of the Senator from Oklahoma 
(Mr. INHOFE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2874, a bill to amend titles 5, 10, 
37, and 38, United States Code, to en-
sure the fair treatment of a member of 
the Armed Forces who is discharged 
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from the Armed Forces, at the request 
of the member, pursuant to the Depart-
ment of Defense policy permitting the 
early discharge of a member who is the 
only surviving child in a family in 
which the father or mother, or one or 
more siblings, served in the Armed 
Forces and, because of hazards incident 
to such service, was killed, died as a re-
sult of wounds, accident, or disease, is 
in a captured or missing in action sta-
tus, or is permanently disabled, and for 
other purposes. 

S. 2883 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Georgia 
(Mr. ISAKSON) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2883, a bill to require the Sec-
retary of the Treasury to mint coins in 
commemoration of the centennial of 
the establishment of Mother’s Day. 

S. 2916 

At the request of Mr. CARPER, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2916, a bill to ensure greater trans-
parency in the Federal contracting 
process, and to help prevent contrac-
tors that violate criminal laws from 
obtaining Federal contracts. 

S. 2932 

At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
(Mr. WICKER) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2932, a bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to reauthorize the 
poison center national toll-free num-
ber, national media campaign, and 
grant program to provide assistance for 
poison prevention, sustain the funding 
of poison centers, and enhance the pub-
lic health of people of the United 
States. 

S. 2957 

At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
(Mr. SANDERS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2957, a bill to modernize credit 
union net worth standards, advance 
credit union efforts to promote eco-
nomic growth, and modify credit union 
regularity standards and reduce bur-
dens, and for other purposes. 

S. 2991 

At the request of Mr. REID, the name 
of the Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
CONRAD) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2991, a bill to provide energy price re-
lief and hold oil companies and other 
entities accountable for their actions 
with regard to high energy prices, and 
for other purposes. 

S. 2997 

At the request of Mr. LAUTENBERG, 
the name of the Senator from Hawaii 
(Mr. INOUYE) was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2997, a bill to reauthorize the Mar-
itime Administration, and for other 
purposes. 

S. CON. RES. 75 

At the request of Mr. COLEMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Oregon (Mr. 
WYDEN) was added as a cosponsor of S. 
Con. Res. 75, a concurrent resolution 
expressing the sense of Congress that 
the Secretary of Defense should take 
immediate steps to appoint doctors of 

chiropractic as commissioned officers 
in the Armed Forces. 

S. RES. 550 

At the request of Mr. BIDEN, the 
names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. KERRY), the Senator from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. CASEY), the Senator 
from Oregon (Mr. SMITH), and the Sen-
ator from Connecticut (Mr. LIEBERMAN) 
were added as cosponsors of S. Res. 550, 
a resolution expressing the sense of the 
Senate regarding provocative and dan-
gerous statements made by the Gov-
ernment of the Russian Federation 
that undermine the territorial integ-
rity of the Republic of Georgia. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4759 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
name of the Senator from Louisiana 
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of amendment No. 4759 proposed to 
H.R. 980, a bill to provide collective 
bargaining rights for public safety offi-
cers employed by States or their polit-
ical subdivisions. 

f 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. SMITH (for himself and 
Mr. WYDEN): 

S. 3015. A bill to designate the facil-
ity of the United States Postal Service 
located at 18 S. G Street, Lakeview, Or-
egon, as the ‘‘Dr. Bernard Daly Post Of-
fice Building’’; to the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs. 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a bill to rename the 
Lakeview Post Office after Dr. Bernard 
Daly. I am pleased to have my col-
league Senator WYDEN join me in this 
effort by serving as original cosponsor 
of this bill. 

Dr. Bernard Daly was an American 
country doctor, businessman, banker, 
rancher, state representative, state 
senator, county judge, and regent of 
Oregon State Agricultural College, to-
day’s Oregon State University. As 
early as 1888, Dr. Bernard Daly began 
actively encouraging young people to 
apply for college. When families could 
not afford the tuition, Daly quietly 
paid the bill. 

During a Christmas Eve party in 1894, 
an oil lamp started a fire in a crowed 
community hall in the small town of 
Silver Lake, Oregon. Forty-three peo-
ple were killed in the blaze, and many 
more were badly injured. Dr. Daly trav-
eled by buggy from Lakeview to Silver 
Lake, a distance of 95 miles, over bad, 
snow covered roads to help victims of 
the tragedy. It took 24 hours of contin-
uous travel for him to reach Silver 
Lake. Despite the long journey, he 
began treating burn victims as soon as 
he arrived, and continued without rest 
until everyone had been seen. Dr. Daly 
saved all but three of the badly burned 
persons, and his methods of healing 
were later published in detail in a med-
ical journal. The fire was widely re-
ported and written about in The Or-
egon Desert. Dr. Daly’s efforts to reach 

and treat the victims earned state-wide 
recognition and many admirers. 

When Dr. Daly died, he gave his for-
tune to the people of Lake County in 
the form of the Bernard Daly Edu-
cational Fund. Dr. Daly wrote in his 
will: ‘‘It is my earnest desire to help, 
aid and assist worthy and ambitious 
young men and women of my beloved 
county of Lake, to acquire a good edu-
cation, so that they may be better 
fitted and qualified to appreciate and 
help to preserve the laws and constitu-
tion of this free country, defend its 
flag, and by their conduct as good citi-
zens reflect honor on Lake county and 
the state of Oregon.’’ The fact that his 
will specifically directed that Daly 
scholarships be granted to women as 
well as men was very progressive for 
that era. 

Each year, approximately 40 grad-
uates of Lake County high schools re-
ceive Daly scholarships. To date, well 
over two thousand students from 
Lakeview and other Lake County com-
munities have used Bernard Daly’s gen-
erous scholarships to attend college. 
Dr. Daly’s educational trust fund has 
financed college educations for genera-
tions of Lake County, Oregon students, 
a legacy that continues to this day. 

I have received several messages 
from across the country and even one 
from Australia supporting the renam-
ing of the Lakeview Post Office after 
Dr. Bernard Daly. Each one told a 
story of sincere appreciation for Dr. 
Daly’s generosity. 

We urge our colleagues to support 
this important piece of legislation. 

By Mr. LEVIN (for himself and 
Ms. STABENOW): 

S. 3017. A bill to designate the Beaver 
Basin Wilderness at Pictured Rocks 
National Lakeshore in the State of 
Michigan; to the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing with Senator 
STABENOW the Beaver Basin Wilderness 
Act, which would permanently protect 
11,740 acres within the Pictured Rocks 
National Park located in Michigan’s 
Upper Peninsula along the south shore 
of Lake Superior. Also known as the 
Beaver Basin area, this area comprises 
about 16 percent of the national lake-
shore. The Wilderness designation 
would ensure that opportunities to ap-
preciate and enjoy nature in a rel-
atively undisturbed state at this na-
tional lakeshore are preserved for fu-
ture generations. 

The bill responds to many of the con-
cerns expressed during the 5-year de-
velopment of the General Management 
Plan for Pictured Rocks, which in-
cluded a wilderness study, and involved 
extensive public involvement. Boats 
powered by electric motors would be 
allowed on Little Beaver and Beaver 
Lakes within the Wilderness area. All 
motor boats would be allowed to access 
the miles of the Lake Superior shore-
line, as the wilderness area does not in-
clude the Lake Superior surface water. 
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Also, the access road to Beaver Lakes 
and Little Beaver campground is not 
included in the wilderness area, so ve-
hicles would still have access to this 
popular area. Importantly, the Wilder-
ness designation would not change the 
fundamental way this land has been 
managed since 1981, ensuring continued 
public access, use, and enjoyment of 
this land. 

It is critical that the highly valued, 
pristine natural features of the Beaver 
Basin area remain the treasure they 
are today. This area provides a unique 
and distinct landscape that highlights 
one of the most beautiful backdrops of 
the Great Lakes, and it is vital that we 
do all we can to protect it. Signifi-
cantly, several miles of the North 
Country National Scenic Trail, also 
known as the Lakeshore Trail, run 
through this wilderness area. This bill 
would help preserve the serene quality 
of this segment of the trail, and pro-
tect the outstanding scenery along the 
shoreline. The wilderness designation 
will benefit current and future genera-
tions by protecting this natural and 
undisturbed landscape for the enjoy-
ment of thousands of people in Michi-
gan and across the Nation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the text of 
the bill was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S. 3017 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Beaver 
Basin Wilderness Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that— 
(1) since 1981, the National Park Service 

has managed the land designated as the Bea-
ver Basin Wilderness by section 4(a) as a 
backcountry and wilderness area; 

(2) the land designated by section 4(a) as 
the Wilderness comprises approximately 16 
percent of the area of Pictured Rocks Na-
tional Lakeshore; 

(3) the decision to propose this portion of 
the National Lakeshore as wilderness was 
made after 5 years of planning, which in-
volved extensive public involvement and cul-
minated in the approval of a new general 
management plan in 2004; and 

(4) the fundamental manner in which the 
land designated as Wilderness by section 4(a) 
is managed for purposes of access, public use, 
and enjoyment will not change as a result of 
this designation. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) LINE OF DEMARCATION.—The term ‘‘line 

of demarcation’’ means the point on the 
bank or shore at which the surface waters of 
Lake Superior meet the land or sand beach, 
regardless of the level of Lake Superior. 

(2) MAP.—The term ‘‘map’’ means the map 
entitled ‘‘Pictured Rocks National Lake-
shore Beaver Basin Wilderness Boundary’’, 
numbered 625/80,051, and dated April 10, 2007. 

(3) NATIONAL LAKESHORE.—The term ‘‘Na-
tional Lakeshore’’ means the Pictured Rocks 
National Lakeshore. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Interior. 

(5) WILDERNESS.—The term ‘‘Wilderness’’ 
means the Beaver Basin Wilderness des-
ignated by section 4(a). 

SEC. 4. DESIGNATION OF BEAVER BASIN WILDER-
NESS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—In accordance with the 
Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.), the 
land described in subsection (b) is designated 
as wilderness and as a component of the Na-
tional Wilderness Preservation System, to be 
known as the ‘‘Beaver Basin Wilderness’’. 

(b) DESCRIPTION OF LAND.—The land re-
ferred to in subsection (a) is the land and in-
land water comprising approximately 11,740 
acres within the National Lakeshore, as gen-
erally depicted on the map. 

(c) BOUNDARY.— 
(1) LINE OF DEMARCATION.—The line of de-

marcation shall be the boundary for any por-
tion of the Wilderness that is bordered by 
Lake Superior. 

(2) SURFACE WATER.—The surface water of 
Lake Superior, regardless of the fluctuating 
lake level, shall be considered to be outside 
the boundary of the Wilderness. 

(d) MAP AND LEGAL DESCRIPTION.— 
(1) AVAILABILITY OF MAP.—The map shall 

be on file and available for public inspection 
in the appropriate offices of the National 
Park Service. 

(2) LEGAL DESCRIPTION.—As soon as prac-
ticable after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources of 
the Senate and the Committee on Natural 
Resources of the House of Representatives a 
legal description of the boundary of the Wil-
derness. 

(3) FORCE AND EFFECT.—The map and the 
legal description submitted under paragraph 
(2) shall have the same force and effect as if 
included in this Act, except that the Sec-
retary may correct any clerical or typo-
graphical errors in the map and legal de-
scription. 

SEC. 5. ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) MANAGEMENT.—Subject to valid exist-
ing rights, the Wilderness shall be adminis-
tered by the Secretary in accordance with 
the Wilderness Act (16 U.S.C. 1131 et seq.), 
except that— 

(1) any reference in that Act to the effec-
tive date of that Act shall be considered to 
be a reference to the date of enactment of 
this Act; and 

(2) with respect to land administered by 
the Secretary, any reference in that Act to 
the Secretary of Agriculture shall be consid-
ered to be a reference to the Secretary. 

(b) USE OF ELECTRIC MOTORS.—The use of 
boats powered by electric motors on Little 
Beaver and Big Beaver Lakes may continue, 
subject to any applicable laws (including 
regulations). 

SEC. 6. EFFECT. 

Nothing in this Act— 
(1) modifies, alters, or affects any treaty 

rights; 
(2) alters the management of the water of 

Lake Superior within the boundary of the 
Pictured Rocks National Lakeshore in exist-
ence on the date of enactment of this Act; 
and 

(3) prohibits— 
(A) the use of motors on the surface water 

of Lake Superior adjacent to the Wilderness; 
or 

(B) the beaching of motorboats at the line 
of demarcation. 

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS 

SENATE RESOLUTION 564—EX-
PRESSING THE SENSE OF THE 
SENATE REGARDING OVERSIGHT 
OF THE INTERNET CORPORATION 
FOR ASSIGNED NAMES AND 
NUMBERS 
Ms. SNOWE (for herself, Mr. THUNE, 

Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. NELSON of Florida, 
Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. STEVENS, and Mr. 
SMITH) submitted the following resolu-
tion; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation: 

S. RES. 564 

Whereas, more than 35 years ago, the Fed-
eral Government began funding research nec-
essary to develop packet-switching tech-
nology and communications networks, start-
ing with the ‘‘ARPANET’’ network estab-
lished by the Department of Defense’s Ad-
vanced Research Projects Agency (DARPA) 
in the 1960s; 

Whereas, during the 1970s, DARPA also 
funded the development of a ‘‘network of 
networks’’, which became known as the 
Internet; 

Whereas the National Science Foundation 
(NSF) in 1987 awarded a contract to the 
International Business Machines Corpora-
tion (IBM), MCI Incorporated, and Merit 
Network, Incorporated, to develop 
‘‘NSFNET’’, a national high-speed network 
based on Internet protocols, that provided a 
‘‘backbone’’ to connect other networks serv-
ing more than 4,000 research and educational 
institutions throughout the country; 

Whereas Congress knew of the vast impact 
the Internet could have and the requirement 
of private sector investment, development, 
technical management, and coordination to 
achieve that potential, so in 1992 Congress 
gave NSF statutory authority to allow com-
mercial activity on the NSFNET; 

Whereas today the industry, through pri-
vate sector investment, management, and 
coordination, has become a global commu-
nications network of infinite value; 

Whereas part of the ARPANET develop-
ment process was to create and maintain a 
list of network host names and addresses, 
which was initially done by Dr. Jonathan 
Postel at the University of Southern Cali-
fornia (USC), and eventually these functions 
became known as the Internet Assigned 
Numbers Authority (IANA); 

Whereas Dr. Postel’s performance of these 
functions was initially funded by the Federal 
Government under a contract between the 
DARPA and USC’s Information Sciences In-
stitute (ISI), however, responsibility for 
these functions was subsequently transferred 
to the Internet Corporation for Assigned 
Names and Numbers (ICANN); 

Whereas ICANN performs the IANA func-
tions, which include Internet Protocol (IP) 
address allocation, Domain Name System 
(DNS) root zone coordination, and the co-
ordination of technical protocol parameters, 
through a contract with the Department of 
Commerce; 

Whereas, since its inception, the perform-
ance of the IANA functions contract has 
been physically located in the United States; 

Whereas the DNS root zone file contains 
records of the operators of more than 280 
top-level domains (TLDs); 

Whereas, as of December 31, 2007, more 
than 153,000,000 domain names have been reg-
istered worldwide across all of the Top Level 
Domain Names; 

Whereas, since 2000, the Internet commu-
nity has worked toward providing non- 
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English speakers a way to navigate the 
Internet in their own language through the 
use of Internationalized Domain Names 
(IDNs); 

Whereas, according to ICANN, of the 905 
ICANN-accredited domain name registrars, 
571 of them (63 percent) are based in the 
United States; 

Whereas ICANN intends to introduce ap-
proximately 900 new Top Level Domains over 
the next several years; 

Whereas, in January 2007, approximately 
51,000,000 domain names were registered, but 
only 3,000,000 were eventually paid for, and 
more than 48,000,000 were left to expire after 
the 5 day registration grace period; 

Whereas the World Intellectual Property 
Organization reported in April 2007 that the 
number of Internet domain name 
cybersquatting disputes increased 25 percent 
in 2006; 

Whereas a 2006 Zogby Interactive poll of 
small business owners found that 78 percent 
of those polled stated that a less reliable 
Internet would damage their business; 

Whereas, understanding that the Internet 
was rapidly becoming an international me-
dium for commerce, education, and commu-
nication, and that the initial means of orga-
nizing its technical functions needed to 
evolve, the United States issued the ‘‘White 
Paper’’ in 1998, stating its support for 
transitioning the management of Internet 
names and addresses to the private sector in 
a manner that allows for the development of 
robust competition and facilitate global par-
ticipation in Internet management; 

Whereas the Federal Government is com-
mitted to working with the international 
community to address its concerns, bearing 
in mind the need for stability and security of 
the Internet’s domain name and addressing 
system; 

Whereas the United States has been com-
mitted to the principles of freedom of expres-
sion and the free flow of information, as ex-
pressed in Article 19 of the Universal Dec-
laration of Human Rights, done at Paris De-
cember 10, 1948, and reaffirmed in the Geneva 
Declaration of Principles adopted at the first 
phase of the World Summit on the Informa-
tion Society, December 12, 2003; 

Whereas the United States Principles on 
the Internet’s Domain Name and Addressing 
System, issued on June 30, 2005, stated that 
the United States government intends to 
preserve the security and stability of the 
Internet’s Domain Name and Addressing 
System (DNS), that governments have legiti-
mate interest in the management of their 
country code top level domains (ccTLDs), 
and that ICANN is the appropriate manager 
of the Internet DNS; 

Whereas all stakeholders from around the 
world, including governments, are encour-
aged to advise ICANN in its decision-making; 

Whereas ICANN has made progress in its 
efforts to ensure that the views of govern-
ments and all Internet stakeholders are re-
flected in its activities; 

Whereas the Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development has issued 
consumer policy guidelines calling for online 
businesses to ‘‘provide accurate, clear and 
easily accessible information about them-
selves sufficient to allow, at a minimum . . . 
prompt easy and effective consumer commu-
nication with the business’’, and ‘‘businesses 
that provide false contact information can 
undermine the online experience of a con-
sumer that decides to conduct a WHOIS 
search about the business’’; 

Whereas the WHOIS databases provide a 
crucial tool for law enforcement to track 
down online fraud, identity theft, and other 
online illegal activity, but law enforcement 
is often hindered in the pursuit of perpetra-
tors because the perpetrators are hiding be-

hind the anonymity of proxy or false reg-
istration information: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, That it is the sense of the Senate 
that— 

(1) while the Internet Corporation for As-
signed Names and Numbers (ICANN) has 
made progress in the areas of transparency 
and accountability as directed by the Joint 
Project Agreement (JPA), the unique role 
ICANN has in the coordination of the tech-
nical management functions related to the 
domain name and addressing system, and the 
direct effects of the decisions ICANN makes 
on thousands of businesses with an online 
presence and millions of Internet users, 
make it critical that more progress be made 
by ICANN in areas of transparency, account-
ability, and security for improved stability 
of the Domain Name and Addressing System 
(DNS) and the Internet; 

(2) the private sector’s ongoing success in 
investing, building, and developing the Inter-
net is unparalleled and industry self-regula-
tion must be assured through more effective 
contract compliance efforts by ICANN; 

(3) WHOIS databases provide a vital tool 
for businesses, the Federal Trade Commis-
sion, and other law enforcement agencies to 
track down brand infringement, online fraud, 
identity theft, and other online illegal activ-
ity, as well as for consumers to determine 
the availability of domain names and to eas-
ily and effectively communicate with online 
businesses; 

(4) increased involvement and participa-
tion in various ICANN processes by inter-
national private sector organizations should 
be encouraged; 

(5) the United States and other countries 
should continue to allow the marketplace to 
work and allow private industries to lead in 
the management and coordination of the 
DNS; 

(6) the performance of the Internet As-
signed Numbers Authority (IANA) functions 
contract, including updates of the root zone 
file, should remain physically located within 
the United States, and the Secretary of Com-
merce should maintain oversight of this con-
tract; and 

(7) ICANN should continue to manage the 
day-to-day operation of the Internet’s Do-
main Name and Addressing System well, to 
remain responsive to all Internet stake-
holders worldwide, and to otherwise fulfill 
its core technical mission. 

Ms. SNOWE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce a resolution on the 
oversight of the Internet Corporation 
for Assigned Names and Numbers, 
ICANN. This resolution is the result of 
the National Telecommunications & 
Information Administration, NTIA, re-
cently concluding the mid-term review 
of its Joint Project Agreement, JPA, 
with ICANN, which is a contract be-
tween them for the purpose of 
transitioning the Internet domain 
name and addressing system, or Do-
main Name System, DNS, to a private 
sector, multi-stakeholder model of 
leadership. 

The JPA required NTIA to conduct 
this mid-term review to assess the 
transition and ICANN’s progress to-
wards becoming a more stable organi-
zation with greater transparency and 
accountability in its procedures and 
decision-making. While ICANN has 
made notable progress in meeting the 
responsibilities outlined in the JPA, 
additional improvement and enhance-
ment in specific areas can and should 
be made. 

As a result, it is necessary for Con-
gress to voice the importance of con-
tinued U.S. oversight of ICANN. This 
oversight has provided a strong founda-
tion for ICANN’s development and is 
critical for greater progress in areas 
such as accountability, transparency, 
and contract compliance. At the same 
time, it is imperative that the U.S. as 
well as other governments maintain a 
‘‘hands off’’ approach to ICANN so the 
private sector can continue to lead in 
the management and coordination of 
the DNS. 

While ICANN, for the mid-term re-
view, detailed the progress it has made 
in meeting its commitments under the 
JPA, it is somewhat premature for the 
organization to suggest the JPA is ‘‘no 
longer necessary’’ and it should become 
independent of U.S. oversight. 

In addition, numerous organizations 
submitted comments to NTIA express-
ing serious concerns about risks that 
might develop if the JPA and U.S. 
oversight of ICANN were terminated. 
In particular, uncertainty could arise 
with resolving legal or contract dis-
putes if ICANN relocated to an un-
known legal jurisdiction. Also, ICANN 
could be unduly influenced by a coun-
try or group of countries that do not 
embrace innovation or freedom of ex-
pression—basically usurping the pri-
vate sector’s leadership, which would 
deter critical investment and jeop-
ardize the openness of the Internet. 

This resolution provides the required 
assurance to these concerned organiza-
tions and to all businesses around the 
world in regard to maintaining the se-
curity, integrity, and stability of the 
DNS through continued oversight of 
ICANN’s responsibilities. Specifically, 
this resolution details key points about 
the formation of the Internet and do-
main names, ICANN’s efforts, concerns 
about the growth of domain name 
abuses, and the United States’ 
transitioning of the DNS to the inter-
national community. The resolution 
then calls for additional improvement 
to be made by ICANN in areas of trans-
parency, accountability, and security 
for improved stability of the DNS, as 
well as more effective contract compli-
ance to ensure the private sector’s on-
going success with developing the 
Internet and industry self-regulation. 

Additionally, the resolution voices 
how vital a tool WHOIS databases are 
for consumers, businesses, and law en-
forcement—these publicly accessible 
databases provide contact information 
and data on registered domain names, 
which can assist in establishing trust, 
resolving disputes, and pursuing online 
crimes. The resolution also calls for in-
creased participation in ICANN proc-
esses by international private sector 
organizations, and states that all gov-
ernments should apply a ‘‘hands off’’ 
approach to ICANN so the private sec-
tor’s leadership with the DNS can con-
tinue unabated. 

The resolution concludes by stating 
the Internet Assigned Numbers Au-
thority, IANA, functions contract 
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should physically remain in the U.S. 
and that NTIA should maintain over-
sight of this contract. IANA is the en-
tity responsible for coordinating the 
Internet’s number resources, domain 
names, and protocol parameters—it is 
operated solely by ICANN. As well, the 
resolution states ICANN should con-
tinue to manage the operation of the 
DNS and remain responsive to all 
Internet stakeholders. 

Without question, the Internet’s vast 
impact on the world and this Nation is 
profoundly indelible and undeniable— 
there are currently more than 1.3 bil-
lion Internet users and more than 165 
million websites worldwide. And the 
Internet is poised to have another re-
markable chapter written about its fu-
ture. 

The private sector and ICANN have 
played an essential role in the develop-
ment of the Internet and they will con-
tinue to do so. The private sector has 
and continues to make significant in-
vestments in the Internet infrastruc-
ture as well as with content and appli-
cations. Additionally, ICANN may in-
troduce hundreds of new Top Level Do-
mains, TLDs, over the next several 
years—TLDs are basically domain 
name suffixes such as .com, .net, .edu, 
.us, and .mobi that signify a particular 
class of organizations or country. 
These possible new TLDs coupled with 
the migration from Internet Protocol 
version 4 to version 6, IPv6, which sup-
plies an exponentially larger address 
space, provides a large expanse for the 
Internet to grow and for the innovation 
that will follow. 

While the potential of the Internet 
and the benefits it will provide are infi-
nite, if the stability, integrity, and se-
curity of the DNS are compromised in 
any way, it could be detrimental to the 
future of the Internet and all its users. 
That is why it is paramount the U.S. 
continue to have a watchful eye with 
ICANN to ensure that those critical 
areas are not hampered. Therefore, I 
hope my colleagues will join Senators 
THUNE, HUTCHISON, BILL NELSON, COLE-
MAN, STEVENS, SMITH, and me in sup-
porting the critical resolution. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 565—DESIG-
NATING MAY 15, 2008 AS MILI-
TARY KIDS DAY 

Mr. ROBERTS (for himself, Mr. 
BAYH, Mr. ALLARD, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. 
BROWN, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. COCHRAN, 
Mr. CRAIG, Mr. DODD, Mrs. DOLE, Mr. 
DOMENICI, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. INHOFE, Mr. 
ISAKSON, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. LEVIN, Mrs. 
MCCASKILL, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Mrs. MUR-
RAY, Mr. SMITH, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. 
STEVENS, and Mr. SESSIONS) submitted 
the following resolution; which was 
considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 565 

Whereas the members of the Armed Forces 
of the United States are the greatest sol-
diers, sailors, airmen, and Marines in the 
world; 

Whereas as individuals and as a group, the 
members Armed Forces of the United States 

daily place their lives on the line for the 
United States, both here or abroad; 

Whereas the children of these patriots, 
even the youngest of them, recognize the in-
credible service their parents provide, and 
daily face the challenges of military life, 
with frequent moves, separation from their 
loved ones, and uncertainty about the fu-
ture; 

Whereas the voices of these children are 
seldom heard and their own particular sac-
rifices seldom acknowledged; 

Whereas the children of the members of 
the Armed Forces of the United States have 
an important creative outlet through the 
Annual Essay and Art Contest of the Armed 
Services YMCA; 

Whereas the compelling essays and art-
work by military children will be published 
in My Hero: Military Kids Write about their 
Moms and Dads; and 

Whereas the strength of character, humor 
and honesty offered by these children are a 
hallmark for all of us to follow as we face 
the challenges of everyday life: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes the significance of the sac-

rifices made every day by the thousands of 
families across the country and the world in 
support of the members of the Armed Forces 
of the United States; 

(2) expresses gratitude for their fortitude, 
their strength, their compassion, and their 
expertise; 

(3) supports the efforts of the Armed Serv-
ices YMCA and the many other organiza-
tions that work to assist the military fami-
lies of the United States; 

(4) designates May 15, 2008, as ‘‘Military 
Kids Day’’ in the United States and at mili-
tary installations throughout the world. 

f 

SENATE RESOLUTION 566—DESIG-
NATING JUNE 2008 AS ‘‘NATIONAL 
APHASIA AWARENESS MONTH’’ 
AND SUPPORTING EFFORTS TO 
INCREASE AWARENESS OF 
APHASIA 

Mr. JOHNSON submitted the fol-
lowing resolution; which was consid-
ered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 566 

Whereas aphasia is a communication im-
pairment caused by brain damage, typically 
resulting from a stroke; 

Whereas, while aphasia is most often the 
result of stroke or brain injury, it can also 
occur with other neurological disorders, such 
as in the case of a brain tumor; 

Whereas many people with aphasia also 
have weakness or paralysis in their right leg 
and right arm, usually due to damage to the 
left hemisphere of the brain, which controls 
language and movement on the right side of 
the body; 

Whereas the effects of aphasia may include 
a loss or reduction in ability to speak, com-
prehend, read, and write, while intelligence 
remains intact; 

Whereas stroke is the 3rd leading cause of 
death in the United States, ranking behind 
heart disease and cancer; 

Whereas stroke is a leading cause of seri-
ous, long-term disability in the United 
States; 

Whereas there are about 5,000,000 stroke 
survivors in the United States; 

Whereas it is estimated that there are 
about 750,000 strokes per year in the United 
States, with approximately 1⁄3 of these re-
sulting in aphasia; 

Whereas aphasia affects at least 1,000,000 
people in the United States; 

Whereas more than 200,000 Americans ac-
quire the disorder each year; 

Whereas the National Aphasia Association 
is unique and provides communication strat-
egies, support, and education for people with 
aphasia and their caregivers throughout the 
United States; and 

Whereas as an advocacy organization for 
people with aphasia and their caregivers, the 
National Aphasia Association envisions a 
world that recognizes this ‘‘silent’’ disability 
and provides opportunity and fulfillment for 
those affected by aphasia: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) supports the goals and ideals of, and en-

courages all Americans to observe, National 
Aphasia Awareness Month in June 2008; 

(2) recognizes that strokes, a primary 
cause of aphasia, are the third largest cause 
of death and disability in the United States; 

(3) acknowledges that aphasia deserves 
more attention and study in order to find 
new solutions for serving individuals experi-
encing aphasia and their caregivers; and 

(4) must make the voices of those with 
aphasia heard because they are often unable 
to communicate their condition to others. 

f 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED AND 
PROPOSED 

SA 4762. Mr. DEMINT submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 980, to provide collective bargaining 
rights for public safety officers employed by 
States or their political subdivisions; which 
was ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 4763. Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr. 
BURR, and Mr. MCCAIN) proposed an amend-
ment to the bill H.R. 980, supra. 

SA 4764. Mr. MCCONNELL proposed an 
amendment to amendment SA 4763 proposed 
by Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, Mr. BURR, and 
Mr. MCCAIN) to the bill H.R. 980, supra. 

SA 4765. Mr. ALLARD submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by him 
to the bill H.R. 980, supra; which was ordered 
to lie on the table. 

SA 4766. Mr. ENZI submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 980, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 4767. Mr. ENZI submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 980, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 4768. Mr. ENZI submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 980, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 4769. Mr. ENZI submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 980, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 4770. Mr. ENZI submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to the 
bill H.R. 980, supra; which was ordered to lie 
on the table. 

SA 4771. Mrs. HUTCHISON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4751 proposed by Mr. REID 
(for Mr. GREGG (for himself and Mr. KEN-
NEDY)) to the bill H.R. 980, supra; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 4772. Mrs. HUTCHISON submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4751 proposed by Mr. REID 
(for Mr. GREGG (for himself and Mr. KEN-
NEDY)) to the bill H.R. 980, supra; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 4773. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4751 proposed by Mr. REID 
(for Mr. GREGG (for himself and Mr. KEN-
NEDY)) to the bill H.R. 980, supra; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 
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SA 4774. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 

amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4751 proposed by Mr. REID 
(for Mr. GREGG (for himself and Mr. KEN-
NEDY)) to the bill H.R. 980, supra; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 4775. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4751 proposed by Mr. REID 
(for Mr. GREGG (for himself and Mr. KEN-
NEDY)) to the bill H.R. 980, supra; which was 
ordered to lie on the table. 

SA 4776. Mrs. BOXER submitted an amend-
ment intended to be proposed to amendment 
SA 4751 proposed by Mr. REID (for Mr. GREGG 
(for himself and Mr. KENNEDY)) to the bill 
H.R. 980, supra; which was ordered to lie on 
the table. 

f 

TEXT OF AMENDMENTS 

SA 4762. Mr. DEMINT submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 980, to provide col-
lective bargaining rights for public 
safety officers employed by States or 
their political subdivisions; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. NO UNION DUES FROM ILLEGAL IMMI-

GRANTS. 
(a) PROHIBITION FOR PRIVATE LABOR ORGA-

NIZATIONS.—It shall be unlawful for a labor 
organization to collect dues or initiation 
fees from any individual who is physically 
present in the United States in violation of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1101 et seq.). 

(b) PROHIBITION FOR PUBLIC SAFETY LABOR 
ORGANIZATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of this Act, a State law shall 
be deemed to have failed to substantially 
provide for the rights and responsibilities de-
scribed in section 4(b) unless the Authority 
determines that such law, in addition to 
meeting such rights and responsibilities, pro-
hibits labor organizations from collecting 
dues or initiation fees from any individual 
who is physically present in the United 
States in violation of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act. 

(2) ENFORCEMENT AUTHORITY.—The Author-
ity may issue and enforce regulations to 
carry out paragraph (1) in the manner pro-
vided under section 5. 

(c) DECERTIFICATION OF LABOR ORGANIZA-
TIONS.— 

(1) PUBLIC-SECTOR EMPLOYEES.—In addition 
to any enforcement measures authorized 
under subsection (b)(2), if the Authority de-
termines that a labor organization has vio-
lated any provision under subsection (a) or 
(b), the Authority shall issue an order that 
decertifies the labor organization or other-
wise notifies the labor organization that the 
organization will no longer be recognized by 
the Authority as the exclusive representa-
tive of employees for collective bargaining 
purposes. 

(2) PRIVATE-SECTOR EMPLOYEES.—If the Na-
tional Labor Relations Board determines 
that a labor organization has violated sub-
section (a), the Board shall issue an order 
that decertifies the labor organization or 
otherwise notifies the labor organization 
that the organization will no longer be rec-
ognized by the Board as the exclusive rep-
resentative of employees for collective bar-
gaining purposes. 

(d) LABOR ORGANIZATION DEFINED.—In this 
section, the term ‘‘labor organization’’ has 
the meaning given such term in section 2 of 
the Labor Management Relations Act (29 
U.S.C. 152)). 

(e) REQUIRED PARTICIPATION BY LABOR OR-
GANIZATIONS.—Section 402(e) of the Illegal 
Immigration Reform and Immigrant Respon-
sibility Act of 1996 (title IV of division C of 
Public Law 104–208; 8 U.S.C. 1324a note) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (2) and (3) 
as paragraphs (3) and (4), respectively; and 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(2) LABOR ORGANIZATIONS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—All labor organizations 

(as defined in section 2 of the Labor Manage-
ment Relations Act (29 U.S.C. 152)) shall 
elect to participate in the basic pilot pro-
gram and shall comply with the terms and 
conditions of such election. 

‘‘(B) VERIFICATION OF ALL MEMBERS.—Not-
withstanding any other provision in this 
title, each participating labor organization 
shall use the confirmation system to seek 
confirmation of the identity and employ-
ment eligibility of each member of such 
labor organization. 

‘‘(C) DEADLINE FOR COMPLIANCE.—The 
verifications required under subparagraph 
(B) shall be completed— 

‘‘(i) not later than 1 year after the date of 
the enactment of the Public Safety Em-
ployer-Employee Cooperation Act of 2007 for 
all members of the labor organization as of 
such date; and 

‘‘(ii) for individuals who become members 
of such labor organization after such date of 
enactment, not later than 14 days after the 
commencement of such membership.’’. 

SA 4763. Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, 
Mr. BURR, and Mr. MCCAIN) proposed an 
amendment to the bill H.R. 980, to pro-
vide collective bargaining rights for 
public safety officers employed by 
States or their political subdivisions; 
as follows: 

Strike the last period in the bill and insert 
the following: 
TITLE I—EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE FOR 

MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES AND 
VETERANS 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Enhance-

ment of Recruitment, Retention, and Read-
justment Through Education Act of 2008’’. 
SEC. 102. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) The World War II-era GI Bill assisted al-

most 8,000,000 members of the Armed Forces 
in readjusting to civilian life after com-
pleting their service to the nation. With the 
support and assistance of America’s colleges 
and universities, the GI Bill provided incen-
tives that transformed American society, 
making a college degree a realizable goal for 
millions of Americans. 

(2) In the years following World War II, the 
GI Bill continued to provide educational ben-
efits for members of the Armed Forces who 
had been drafted into or volunteered for 
service. 

(3) The establishment of the All Volunteer 
Force in 1973, and its development since its 
inception, has produced highly professional 
Armed Forces that are recognized as the 
most effective fighting force the world has 
ever seen. 

(4) The Sonny Montgomery GI Bill was en-
acted in 1984 to sustain the All Volunteer 
Force by providing educational benefits to 
aid in the recruitment and retention of high-
ly qualified personnel for the Armed Forces 
and to assist veterans in readjusting to civil-
ian life. Today, it remains a cornerstone of 
military recruiting and retention planning 
for the Armed Forces and continues to fulfill 
its original purposes. 

(5) The All Volunteer Force depends for its 
effectiveness and vitality on successful re-

cruiting of highly capable men and women, 
and retention for careers of soldiers, sailors, 
airmen, and marines, in both the active and 
reserve components of the Armed Forces, 
who, with the support of their families and 
loved ones, develop into professional, dedi-
cated, and experienced officers, noncommis-
sioned officers, and petty officers. 

(6) The achievement of educational goals, 
including obtaining the means to a college 
degree, has traditionally been a key reason 
for volunteering for service in the Armed 
Forces. For members who serve a career in 
the Armed Forces, this goal extends to their 
spouses and children and has resulted in re-
quests for the option to transfer educational 
benefits under the GI Bill to spouses and 
children. 

(7) As in the aftermath of World War II, 
colleges and universities throughout the 
United States should demonstrate their and 
the Nation’s appreciation to veterans by 
dedicated programs providing financial aid. 

(8) It is in that national interest for the 
United States— 

(A) to express the gratitude of the Amer-
ican people by assisting those who have hon-
orably served in the Armed Forces and re-
turned to civilian life to achieve their edu-
cational goals; 

(B) to provide significant educational bene-
fits to provide incentives for successful re-
cruiting; 

(C) to motivate continued service in the 
All Volunteer Force by those members with 
the potential for military careers and their 
spouses and children; and 

(D) to assist those who serve and their 
families in achieving their personal goals, 
including higher education, while pro-
gressing in a military career. 
SEC. 103. PLAN ON COORDINATION OF CURRENT 

EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE PRO-
GRAMS AND DEVELOPMENT OF AD-
DITIONAL EDUCATIONAL ASSIST-
ANCE PROGRAMS TO ENABLE CA-
REER-ORIENTED MEMBERS OF THE 
ARMED FORCES TO ATTAIN A BACH-
ELOR’S DEGREE. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

(1) the outstanding men and women who 
volunteer for service in the Armed Forces 
and demonstrate through their service the 
ability, motivation, and commitment to 
serve as career commissioned officers, non-
commissioned officers, petty officers, and 
warrant officers should be given the opportu-
nities and resources needed to obtain a bach-
elor’s degree before they complete active 
duty and retire from the Armed Forces; and 

(2) every effort should be made by the lead-
ers of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air 
Force, and Coast Guard to demonstrate to 
members of the Armed Forces who are will-
ing to serve and study that the dual goals of 
attaining a bachelor’s degree and a distin-
guished military career are achievable and 
not mutually exclusive. 

(b) PLAN TO COORDINATE AND DEVELOP EDU-
CATIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.— 

(1) PLAN REQUIRED.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs, develop a plan to 
make the attainment of a bachelor’s degree 
an achievable goal for members of the Armed 
Forces who are motivated towards careers in 
the Armed Forces and who are able and will-
ing to accept the challenges of military duty 
and pursuit of college level studies. 

(2) ADVICE OF THE SERVICE CHIEFS.—The 
Secretary of Defense shall develop the plan 
required by paragraph (1) with the advice of 
the Chief of Staff of the Army, the Chief of 
Naval Operations, the Chief of Staff of the 
Air Force, and the Commandant of the Ma-
rine Corps. 

(3) ELEMENTS.—The plan required by para-
graph (1) shall include the following: 
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(A) Appropriate elements of current pro-

grams to assist members of the Armed 
Forces in obtaining college-level education, 
including tuition assistance programs, dis-
tance learning programs, and technical 
training and education provided by the mili-
tary departments, including programs cur-
rently administered by the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs. 

(B) Appropriate elements of current pro-
grams to provide members of the Armed 
Forces with assistance in obtaining college- 
level credit for the technical training and ex-
perience they undergo during their military 
career. 

(C) One or more additional education pro-
grams to assist members of the Armed 
Forces in obtaining a college-level edu-
cation, including mechanisms for the provi-
sion by the military departments of guid-
ance, mentoring, and resources to assist 
members in achieving their professional 
military and personal educational goals. 

(D) Such additional programs or mecha-
nisms, such as sabbaticals from the Armed 
Forces or college-level education provided or 
funded by the military departments, as the 
Secretary of Defense considers appropriate 
to assist members of the Armed Forces in 
making adequate progress towards a bach-
elor’s degree from an accredited institution 
of higher education while continuing a suc-
cessful military career. 

(E) Such mechanisms for the application of 
the elements of the plan to members of the 
National Guard and Reserves as the Sec-
retary of Defense considers appropriate to 
ensure that such members receive appro-
priate assistance in achieving their profes-
sional military and personal educational 
goals. 

(F) Such elements of current programs of 
the military departments for in-service edu-
cation of members of the Armed Forces as 
the Secretary of Defense considers appro-
priate to maintain and enhance the recruit-
ment and retention by the Armed Forces of 
highly trained and experienced military 
leaders. 

(4) SUBMITTAL TO CONGRESS.—The Sec-
retary of Defense shall submit to the Com-
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives a report set-
ting forth the plan required by paragraph (1) 
not later than August 1, 2009. 

SEC. 104. INCREASE IN RATES OF BASIC EDU-
CATIONAL ASSISTANCE UNDER THE 
MONTGOMERY GI BILL. 

(a) INCREASE IN GENERAL RATES AND AUG-
MENTED RATES FOR EXTENDED SERVICE.— 

(1) RATES BASED ON THREE YEARS OF OBLI-
GATED SERVICE.—Subsection (a)(1) of section 
3015 of title 38, United States Code, is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘on a full-time basis, at the 
monthly rate of’’ and all that follows and in-
serting ‘‘on a full-time basis— 

‘‘(A) in the case of an individual who 
served on active duty in the Armed Forces 
for 12 or more years, at the monthly rate of— 

‘‘(i) for months occurring during fiscal 
year 2009, $1,650; 

‘‘(ii) for months occurring during fiscal 
year 2010, $1,800; 

‘‘(iii) for months occurring during fiscal 
year 2011, $2,000; and 

‘‘(iv) for months occurring during a subse-
quent fiscal year, the amount for months oc-
curring during the preceding fiscal year in-
creased under subsection (h); and 

‘‘(B) in the case of an individual who 
served on active duty in the Armed Forces 
for less than 12 years, at the monthly rate 
of— 

‘‘(i) for months occurring during fiscal 
year 2009, $1,500; and 

‘‘(ii) for months occurring during a subse-
quent fiscal year, the amount for months oc-

curring during the preceding fiscal year in-
creased under subsection (h); or’’. 

(2) RATES BASED ON TWO YEARS OF OBLI-
GATED SERVICE.—Subsection (b)(1) of such 
section is amended— 

(A) by striking subparagraphs (A) through 
(C) and inserting the following new subpara-
graph (A): 

‘‘(A) for months occurring during fiscal 
year 2009, $950; and’’; and 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as 
subparagraph (B). 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

subsection (a) shall take effect on October 1, 
2008, and shall apply with respect to basic 
educational assistance payable for months 
beginning on or after that date. 

(2) LIMITATION ON COST-OF-LIVING ADJUST-
MENTS.— 

(A) CERTAIN RATES BASED ON THREE YEARS 
OF OBLIGATED SERVICE.—No adjustment under 
subsection (h) of section 3015 of title 38, 
United States Code, shall be made in the 
rates of educational assistance payable 
under subsection (a)(1)(A) of such section (as 
amended by subsection (a)(1) of this section) 
for any of fiscal years 2009 through 2011. 

(B) OTHER RATES.—No adjustment under 
subsection (h) of section 3015 of title 38, 
United States Code, shall be made in the 
rates of educational assistance payable 
under subsection (a)(1)(B) of such section (as 
so amended), or subsection (b) of such sec-
tion, for fiscal year 2009. 
SEC. 105. ANNUAL STIPEND FOR RECIPIENTS OF 

BASIC EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE 
UNDER THE MONTGOMERY GI BILL. 

(a) ENTITLEMENT TO STIPEND.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 

30 of title 38, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion: 
‘‘§ 3020A. Educational stipend 

‘‘(a) ENTITLEMENT.—Each individual re-
ceiving basic educational assistance under 
this subchapter who is pursuing a program of 
education at an institution of higher learn-
ing (as such term is defined in section 3452(f) 
of this title) is entitled to an educational sti-
pend under this section. 

‘‘(b) AMOUNT OF STIPEND.—The educational 
stipend payable under this section to an indi-
vidual entitled to such a stipend shall be 
paid— 

‘‘(1) in the case of an individual pursuing 
an approved program of education on at least 
a half-time basis, at the annual rate of $1,000; 
and 

‘‘(2) in the case of an individual pursuing 
an approved program of education on less 
than a half-time basis, at the annual rate of 
$500. 

‘‘(c) PAYMENT FREQUENCY AND METHOD.— 
The educational stipend payable under this 
subsection shall be paid with such frequency 
(including by lump sum), and by such mecha-
nisms, as the Secretary shall prescribe for 
purposes of this section.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 30 of 
such title is amended by adding at the end of 
the items relating to subchapter II the fol-
lowing new item: 
‘‘3020A. Educational stipend.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 3020A of title 
38, United States Code, as added by sub-
section (a), shall take effect on the date that 
is one year after the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 106. INCREASE IN RATES OF EDUCATIONAL 

ASSISTANCE FOR MEMBERS OF THE 
SELECTED RESERVE. 

(a) INCREASE IN RATES.—Section 16131(b)(1) 
of title 10, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘$251’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$634’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘$188’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$474’’; and 

(3) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘$125’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$314’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

subsection (a) shall take effect on October 1, 
2008, and shall apply with respect to edu-
cational assistance payable for months be-
ginning on or after that date. 

(2) NO COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—No ad-
justment under paragraph (2) of section 
16131(b) of title 10, United States Code, shall 
be made in the rates of educational assist-
ance payable under paragraph (1) of such sec-
tion for fiscal year 2009. 
SEC. 107. INCREASE IN RATES OF EDUCATIONAL 

ASSISTANCE FOR RESERVE COMPO-
NENT MEMBERS SUPPORTING CON-
TINGENCY OPERATIONS AND OTHER 
OPERATIONS WITH EXTENDED SERV-
ICE IN THE SELECTED RESERVE. 

(a) INCREASE IN RATES FOR EXTENDED SERV-
ICE.—Paragraph (2) of section 16162(c) of title 
10, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(2) The educational assistance allowance 
provided under this chapter shall be the 
amount as follows (as adjusted under para-
graphs (3) and (4)): 

‘‘(A) In the case of a member who serves an 
aggregate of 12 years or more in the Selected 
Reserve of the Ready Reserve, the amount 
provided under section 3015(a)(1)(A) of title 
38 for the fiscal year concerned, except that 
if a member otherwise covered by this sub-
paragraph ceases serving in the Selected Re-
serve the amount shall be the amount pro-
vided under subparagraph (B) of this para-
graph. 

‘‘(B) In the case of any other member, the 
amount provided under section 3015(a)(1)(B) 
of title 38 for the fiscal year concerned.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 2008, and shall apply with respect 
to educational assistance payable for months 
beginning on or after that date. 
SEC. 108. ENHANCEMENT OF TRANSFERABILITY 

OF ENTITLEMENT TO EDUCATIONAL 
ASSISTANCE. 

(a) MODIFICATION OF AUTHORITY TO TRANS-
FER ENTITLEMENT UNDER MONTGOMERY GI 
BILL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 
3020 of title 38, United States Code, is amend-
ed to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the provi-
sions of this section, the Secretary of De-
fense shall authorize each Secretary con-
cerned to permit an individual described in 
subsection (b) who is entitled to basic edu-
cational assistance under this subchapter to 
elect to transfer to one or more of the de-
pendents specified in subsection (c) the un-
used portion of such individual’s entitlement 
to such assistance, subject to the limitation 
under subsection (d).’’. 

(2) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUALS.—Subsection (b) 
of such section is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUALS.—An individual 
referred to in subsection (a) is any member 
of the Armed Forces serving on active duty 
or as a member of the Selected Reserve who, 
at the time of the approval by the Secretary 
concerned of the member’s request to trans-
fer entitlement to basic educational assist-
ance under this section— 

‘‘(1) has completed six years of service in 
the Armed Forces; and 

‘‘(2) meets such other requirements as the 
Secretary of Defense may prescribe for pur-
poses of this section.’’. 

(3) LIMITATIONS ON MONTHS OF TRANSFER.— 
Subsection (d) of such section is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(d) NUMBER OF MONTHS TRANSFERRABLE.— 
(1) Except as provided in paragraphs (2) and 
(3), an individual may transfer under this 
section any number of months of unused en-
titlement of the individual to basic edu-
cational assistance under this chapter. 
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‘‘(2) In the case of an individual who has 

completed at least six but less than 12 years 
of service in the Armed Forces at the time of 
the approval by the Secretary concerned of 
the individual’s request to transfer entitle-
ment under this section, the number of 
months that may be transferred by the indi-
vidual under this section may not exceed the 
lesser of— 

‘‘(A) the number of months transferrable 
by the individual under paragraph (1); or 

‘‘(B) 18 months.’’. 
(4) TIMING, REVOCATION, AND MODIFICATION 

OF TRANSFER.—Subsection (f) of such section 
is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘without 
regard’’ and all that follows and inserting 
‘‘while the individual is a member of the 
Armed Forces.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(A), by inserting ‘‘while 
the individual is serving as a member of the 
Armed Forces or in the Selected Reserve’’ 
after ‘‘at any time’’. 

(5) EXCLUSION FROM MARITAL PROPERTY.— 
Subsection (f) of such section is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) Entitlement transferred under this 
section may not be treated as marital prop-
erty, or the asset of a marital estate, subject 
to division in a divorce or other civil pro-
ceeding.’’. 

(6) OVERPAYMENT.—Subsection (i) of such 
section is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(1)’’ before ‘‘In the event’’; 
and 

(B) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3). 
(7) REGULATIONS.—Subsection (k) of such 

section is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(k) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of De-

fense shall, in coordination with the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs, prescribe regula-
tions for purposes of this section. Such regu-
lations shall specify the following: 

‘‘(1) The circumstances under which the 
Secretaries concerned may permit and ap-
prove transfers of entitlement under this 
section. 

‘‘(2) Such requirements for eligibility for 
transfer of entitlement under this section as 
the Secretary of Defense considers appro-
priate for purposes of subsection (b)(2). 

‘‘(3) The manner and effect of an election 
to modify or revoke a transfer of entitlement 
under subsection (f)(2).’’. 

(8) HEADING AMENDMENT.—The heading of 
such section is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘§ 3020. Transfer of entitlement to basic edu-

cational assistance’’. 
(9) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 

sections at the beginning of chapter 30 of 
such title is amended by striking the item 
relating to section 3020 and inserting the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘3020. Transfer of entitlement to basic edu-

cational assistance.’’. 
(b) AUTHORITY FOR TRANSFER OF ENTITLE-

MENT UNDER RESERVE COMPONENTS EDU-
CATIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.— 

(1) SELECTED RESERVE PROGRAM.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1606 of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 16131a the following new sec-
tion: 
‘‘§ 16131b. Transfer of entitlement to edu-

cational assistance 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the provi-

sions of this section, the Secretary con-
cerned may permit a member of the Armed 
Forces described in subsection (b) who is en-
titled to educational assistance under this 
chapter to elect to transfer to one or more of 
the dependents specified in subsection (c) a 
portion of such member’s entitlement to 
such assistance, subject to the limitations 
under subsection (d). 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE MEMBERS.—A member de-
scribed in this subsection is a member of the 
Selected Reserve of the Ready Reserve who, 
at the time of the approval of the member’s 
request to transfer entitlement to edu-
cational assistance under this section— 

‘‘(1) has completed at least six years of 
service in the Selected Reserve; and 

‘‘(2) meets such other requirements as the 
Secretary of Defense may prescribe for pur-
poses of this section. 

‘‘(c) ELIGIBLE DEPENDENTS.—A member ap-
proved to transfer an entitlement to edu-
cational assistance under this section may 
transfer the member’s entitlement as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(1) To the member’s spouse. 
‘‘(2) To one or more of the member’s chil-

dren. 
‘‘(3) To a combination of the individuals re-

ferred to in paragraphs (1) and (2). 
‘‘(d) NUMBER OF MONTHS TRANSFERRABLE.— 

(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), a 
member may transfer under this section any 
number of months of unused entitlement of 
the member to educational assistance under 
this chapter. 

‘‘(2) In the case of a member who has com-
pleted at least six but less than 12 years of 
service in the Selected Reserve at the time 
of the approval by the Secretary concerned 
of the member’s request to transfer entitle-
ment under this section, the number of 
months that may be transferred by the mem-
ber under this section may not exceed the 
lesser of— 

‘‘(A) the number of months transferrable 
by the individual under paragraph (1); or 

‘‘(B) 18 months. 
‘‘(e) DESIGNATION OF TRANSFEREE.—A mem-

ber transferring an entitlement to edu-
cational assistance under this section shall— 

‘‘(1) designate the dependent or dependents 
to whom such entitlement is being trans-
ferred; 

‘‘(2) designate the number of months of 
such entitlement to be transferred to each 
such dependent; and 

‘‘(3) specify the period for which the trans-
fer shall be effective for each dependent des-
ignated under paragraph (1). 

‘‘(f) TIME FOR TRANSFER; REVOCATION AND 
MODIFICATION.—(1) Subject to the time limi-
tation for use of entitlement under section 
16133 of this title, a member approved to 
transfer entitlement to educational assist-
ance under this section may transfer such 
entitlement at any time after the approval 
of the member’s request to transfer such en-
titlement. 

‘‘(2)(A) A member transferring entitlement 
under this section may modify or revoke at 
any time the transfer of any unused portion 
of the entitlement so transferred. 

‘‘(B) The modification or revocation of the 
transfer of entitlement under this paragraph 
shall be made by the submittal of written 
notice of the action to both the Secretary 
concerned and the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs. 

‘‘(3) Entitlement transferred under this 
section may not be treated as marital prop-
erty, or the asset of a marital estate, subject 
to division in a divorce or other civil pro-
ceeding. 

‘‘(g) COMMENCEMENT OF USE.—A dependent 
to whom entitlement to educational assist-
ance is transferred under this section may 
not commence the use of the transferred en-
titlement until— 

‘‘(1) in the case of entitlement transferred 
to a spouse, the completion by the member 
making the transfer of six years of service in 
the Selected Reserve; or 

‘‘(2) in the case of entitlement transferred 
to a child, both— 

‘‘(A) the completion by the member mak-
ing the transfer of six years of service in the 
Selected Reserve; and 

‘‘(B) either— 
‘‘(i) the completion by the child of the re-

quirements of a secondary school diploma (or 
equivalency certificate); or 

‘‘(ii) the attainment by the child of 18 
years of age. 

‘‘(h) ADDITIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE MAT-
TERS.—(1) The use of any entitlement to edu-
cational assistance transferred under this 
section shall be charged against the entitle-
ment of the member making the transfer at 
the rate of one month for each month of 
transferred entitlement that is used. 

‘‘(2) Except as provided under subsection 
(e)(2) and subject to paragraphs (5) and (6), a 
dependent to whom entitlement is trans-
ferred under this section is entitled to edu-
cational assistance under this chapter in the 
same manner as the member from whom the 
entitlement was transferred. 

‘‘(3) The monthly rate of educational as-
sistance payable to a dependent to whom en-
titlement is transferred under this section 
shall be the monthly amount payable to the 
member making the transfer under section 
16131 or 16132a of this title, as applicable. 

‘‘(4)(A) The death of a member transferring 
entitlement under this section shall not af-
fect the use of the entitlement by the de-
pendent to whom the entitlement is trans-
ferred. 

‘‘(B) The involuntary separation or retire-
ment of a member transferring entitlement 
under this section because of a nondis-
cretionary provision of law for age or for 
years of service, as described in section 
16133(b) of this title, or medical disqualifica-
tion which is not the result of gross neg-
ligence or misconduct of the member shall 
not affect the use of entitlement by the de-
pendent to whom the entitlement is trans-
ferred. 

‘‘(5) A child to whom entitlement is trans-
ferred under this section may not use any 
entitlement so transferred after attaining 
the age of 26 years. 

‘‘(6) The purposes for which a dependent to 
whom entitlement is transferred under this 
section may use such entitlement shall in-
clude the pursuit and completion of the re-
quirements of a secondary school diploma (or 
equivalency certificate). 

‘‘(7) The administrative provisions of this 
chapter shall apply to the use of entitlement 
transferred under this section, except that 
the dependent to whom the entitlement is 
transferred shall be treated as the eligible 
member for purposes of such provisions. 

‘‘(i) OVERPAYMENT.—(1) In the event of an 
overpayment of educational assistance with 
respect to a dependent to whom entitlement 
is transferred under this section, the depend-
ent and the member making the transfer 
shall be jointly and severally liable to the 
United States for the amount of the overpay-
ment for purposes of section 3685 of title 38. 

‘‘(2)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), in the case of a member transferring en-
titlement under this section whose eligi-
bility is terminated under section 16134(2) of 
this title, the amount of any transferred en-
titlement under this section that is used by 
a dependent of the member as of the date of 
the failure of the member to participate sat-
isfactorily in training as specified in section 
16134(2) of this title shall be treated as an 
overpayment of educational assistance under 
paragraph (1). 

‘‘(B) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply in 
the case of a member who fails to complete 
service agreed to by the member— 

‘‘(i) by reason of the death of the member; 
or 

‘‘(ii) for a reason referred to in section 
16133(b) of this title. 

‘‘(j) APPROVALS OF TRANSFER SUBJECT TO 
AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS.—The Sec-
retary concerned may approve transfers of 
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entitlement to educational assistance under 
this section in a fiscal year only to the ex-
tent that appropriations for military per-
sonnel are available in that fiscal year for 
purposes of making deposits in the Depart-
ment of Defense Education Benefits Fund 
under section 2006 of this title in that fiscal 
year to cover the present value of future ben-
efits payable from the Fund for the Depart-
ment of Defense portion of payments of edu-
cational assistance attributable to increased 
usage of benefits as a result of such transfers 
of entitlement in that fiscal year. 

‘‘(k) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs, prescribe regula-
tions for purposes of this section. Such regu-
lations shall specify the following: 

‘‘(1) The circumstances under which the 
Secretaries concerned may permit and ap-
prove transfers of entitlement under this 
section. 

‘‘(2) Such requirements for eligibility for 
transfer of entitlement under this section as 
the Secretary of Defense considers appro-
priate for purposes of subsection (b)(2). 

‘‘(3) The manner and effect of an election 
to modify or revoke a transfer of entitlement 
under subsection (f)(2).’’. 

(B) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 1606 of 
such title is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 16131a the following 
new item: 
‘‘16131b. Transfer of entitlement to edu-

cational assistance.’’. 
(2) PROGRAM FOR RESERVE COMPONENTS SUP-

PORTING CONTINGENCY AND OTHER OPER-
ATIONS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1607 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 16162a the following new sec-
tion: 
‘‘§ 16162b. Transfer of entitlement to edu-

cational assistance 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the provi-

sions of this section, the Secretary con-
cerned may permit a member of the Armed 
Forces described in subsection (b) who is en-
titled to educational assistance under this 
chapter to elect to transfer to one or more of 
the dependents specified in subsection (c) a 
portion of such member’s entitlement to 
such assistance, subject to the limitations 
under subsection (d). 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE MEMBERS.—A member re-
ferred to in subsection (a) is a member of the 
Armed Forces who, at the time of the ap-
proval of the member’s request to transfer 
entitlement to educational assistance under 
this section— 

‘‘(1) has completed at least six years of 
service in the Armed Forces; and 

‘‘(2) meets such other requirements as the 
Secretary of Defense may prescribe for pur-
poses of this section. 

‘‘(c) ELIGIBLE DEPENDENTS.—A member ap-
proved to transfer an entitlement to edu-
cational assistance under this section may 
transfer the member’s entitlement as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(1) To the member’s spouse. 
‘‘(2) To one or more of the member’s chil-

dren. 
‘‘(3) To a combination of the individuals re-

ferred to in paragraphs (1) and (2). 
‘‘(d) NUMBER OF MONTHS TRANSFERRABLE.— 

(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), a 
member may transfer under this section any 
number of months of unused entitlement of 
the member to educational assistance under 
this chapter. 

‘‘(2) In the case of a member who has com-
pleted at least six but less than 12 years of 
service in the Armed Forces at the time of 
the approval by the Secretary concerned of 
the member’s request to transfer entitle-

ment under this section, the number of 
months that may be transferred by the mem-
ber under this section may not exceed the 
lesser of— 

‘‘(A) the number of months transferrable 
by the individual under paragraph (1); or 

‘‘(B) 18 months. 
‘‘(e) DESIGNATION OF TRANSFEREE.—A mem-

ber transferring an entitlement to edu-
cational assistance under this section shall— 

‘‘(1) designate the dependent or dependents 
to whom such entitlement is being trans-
ferred; 

‘‘(2) designate the number of months of 
such entitlement to be transferred to each 
such dependent; and 

‘‘(3) specify the period for which the trans-
fer shall be effective for each dependent des-
ignated under paragraph (1). 

‘‘(f) TIME FOR TRANSFER; REVOCATION AND 
MODIFICATION.—(1) Subject to the time limi-
tation for use of entitlement under section 
16164 of this title, a member approved to 
transfer entitlement to educational assist-
ance under this section may transfer such 
entitlement only while serving as a member 
of the Armed Forces when the transfer is ex-
ecuted. 

‘‘(2)(A) A member transferring entitlement 
under this section may modify or revoke at 
any time the transfer of any unused portion 
of the entitlement so transferred. 

‘‘(B) The modification or revocation of the 
transfer of entitlement under this paragraph 
shall be made by the submittal of written 
notice of the action to both the Secretary 
concerned and the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs. 

‘‘(g) COMMENCEMENT OF USE.—A dependent 
to whom entitlement to educational assist-
ance as transferred under this section may 
not commence the use of the transferred en-
titlement until— 

‘‘(1) in the case of entitlement transferred 
to a spouse, the completion by the member 
making the transfer of the years of service in 
the Armed Forces applicable to the member 
under subsection (b); or 

‘‘(2) in the case of entitlement transferred 
to a child, both— 

‘‘(A) the completion by the member mak-
ing the transfer of the years of service in the 
Armed Forces applicable to the member 
under subsection; and 

‘‘(B) either— 
‘‘(i) the completion by the child of the re-

quirements of a secondary school diploma (or 
equivalency certificate); or 

‘‘(ii) the attainment by the child of 18 
years of age. 

‘‘(h) ADDITIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE MAT-
TERS.—(1) The use of any entitlement to edu-
cational assistance transferred under this 
section shall be charged against the entitle-
ment of the member making the transfer at 
the rate of one month for each month of 
transferred entitlement that is used. 

‘‘(2) Except as provided under subsection 
(e)(2) and subject to paragraphs (5) and (6), a 
dependent to whom entitlement is trans-
ferred under this section is entitled to edu-
cational assistance under this chapter in the 
same manner as the member from whom the 
entitlement was transferred. 

‘‘(3) The monthly rate of educational as-
sistance payable to a dependent to whom en-
titlement is transferred under this section 
shall be the monthly amount payable to the 
member making the transfer under section 
16162 or 16162a of this title, as applicable. 

‘‘(4) The death of a member transferring an 
entitlement under this section shall not af-
fect the use of the entitlement by the de-
pendent to whom the entitlement is trans-
ferred. 

‘‘(5) A child to whom entitlement is trans-
ferred under this section may not use any 
entitlement so transferred after attaining 
the age of 26 years. 

‘‘(6) The purposes for which a dependent to 
whom entitlement is transferred under this 
section may use such entitlement shall in-
clude the pursuit and completion of the re-
quirements of a secondary school diploma (or 
equivalency certificate). 

‘‘(7) The administrative provisions of this 
chapter shall apply to the use of entitlement 
transferred under this section, except that 
the dependent to whom the entitlement is 
transferred shall be treated as the eligible 
member for purposes of such provisions. 

‘‘(i) OVERPAYMENT.—In the event of an 
overpayment of educational assistance with 
respect to a dependent to whom entitlement 
is transferred under this section, the depend-
ent and the member making the transfer 
shall be jointly and severally liable to the 
United States for the amount of the overpay-
ment for purposes of section 3685 of title 38. 

‘‘(j) APPROVALS OF TRANSFER SUBJECT TO 
AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS.—The Sec-
retary concerned may approve transfers of 
entitlement to educational assistance under 
this section in a fiscal year only to the ex-
tent that appropriations for military per-
sonnel are available in that fiscal year for 
purposes of making deposits in the Depart-
ment of Defense Education Benefits Fund 
under section 2006 of this title in that fiscal 
year to cover the present value of future ben-
efits payable from the Fund for the Depart-
ment of Defense portion of payments of edu-
cational assistance attributable to increased 
usage of benefits as result of such transfers 
of entitlement in that fiscal year. 

‘‘(k) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs, prescribe regula-
tions for purposes of this section. Such regu-
lations shall specify the following: 

‘‘(1) The circumstances under which the 
Secretaries concerned may permit and ap-
prove transfers of entitlement under this 
section. 

‘‘(2) Such requirements for eligibility for 
transfer of entitlement under this section as 
the Secretary of Defense considers appro-
priate for purposes of subsection (b)(2). 

‘‘(3) The manner and effect of an election 
to modify or revoke a transfer of entitlement 
under subsection (f)(2).’’. 

(B) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 1607 of 
such title is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 16162a the following 
new item: 
‘‘16162b. Transfer of entitlement to edu-

cational assistance.’’. 
(3) FUNDING UNDER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

EDUCATION BENEFITS FUND.—Section 
2006(b)(2)(D) of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting before the period at 
the end the following: ‘‘, including payments 
attributable to increased usage of benefits as 
a result of transfers of entitlement to edu-
cational assistance under sections 16131b and 
16162b of this title’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall take effect on 
October 1, 2009. 
SEC. 109. USE OF EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE TO 

REPAY FEDERAL STUDENT LOANS. 
(a) USE OF EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE TO 

REPAY FEDERAL STUDENT LOANS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 

30 of title 38, United States Code, as amended 
by section 104(a) of this Act, is further 
amended by inserting after section 3020A the 
following new section: 
‘‘§ 3020B. Use of basic educational assistance 

benefits for repayment of Federal student 
loans 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—An individual entitled 

to basic educational assistance under this 
subchapter who is serving on active duty in 
the Armed Forces may elect to apply 
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amounts of basic educational assistance oth-
erwise available to the individual under this 
subchapter to repay all or a portion of the 
outstanding principal and interest on any 
Federal student loan owed by the individual 
for the individual’s pursuit of a course of 
education. 

‘‘(b) DESIGNATION OF LOANS AND AMOUNTS 
PAYABLE.—An individual electing under this 
section to apply amounts of basic edu-
cational assistance to the payment of the 
outstanding principal and interest on Fed-
eral student loans shall designate (in such 
form and manner as the Secretary shall pre-
scribe for purposes of this section) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(1) Each Federal student loan of the indi-
vidual for which payment shall be made 
under this section. 

‘‘(2) For each Federal student loan des-
ignated under paragraph (1), the monthly 
amount to be paid under this section. 

‘‘(c) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF PAY-
MENTS.—(1) The monthly amount payable 
with respect to an individual under this sec-
tion may not exceed the monthly rate of 
basic educational assistance to which the in-
dividual is otherwise entitled under this sub-
chapter at the time of payment of such 
monthly amount. 

‘‘(2) The aggregate amount of basic edu-
cational assistance payable with respect to 
an individual under this section for any 12- 
month period may not exceed $6,000. 

‘‘(d) FREQUENCY OF PAYMENTS.—Payment 
of amounts of principal and interest on Fed-
eral student loans of an individual under this 
section shall be made on a monthly basis. 

‘‘(e) CESSATION OF PAYMENTS.—Payments 
made under this section with respect to an 
individual shall cease if the individual ceases 
serving on active duty in the Armed Forces, 
effective as of the first month that begins 
after the date on which the individual ceases 
serving on active duty in the Armed Forces. 

‘‘(f) CHARGE AGAINST ENTITLEMENT.—The 
period of entitlement to basic educational 
assistance under this subchapter of an indi-
vidual for whom payments are made under 
this section shall be charged at the rate of 
one month for each payment or aggregate of 
payments under this section that are equiva-
lent in amount to the monthly rate of basic 
educational assistance to which the indi-
vidual is otherwise entitled under this sub-
chapter. 

‘‘(g) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as the Secretary 
considers appropriate for purposes of the ad-
ministration of this section. 

‘‘(h) FEDERAL STUDENT LOAN DEFINED.—In 
this section, the term ‘Federal student loan’ 
means any loan made under title IV of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070 
et seq.).’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections of subchapter II of chapter 30 of 
such title, as so amended, is further amended 
by inserting after the item relating to sec-
tion 3020A the following new item: 
‘‘3020B. Use of basic educational assistance 

benefits for repayment of Fed-
eral student loans.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 3020B of title 
38, United States Code, as added by sub-
section (a), shall apply with respect to edu-
cational assistance payable for months that 
begin on or after the date that is one year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 110. EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE FOR GRAD-

UATES OF THE SERVICE ACADEMIES 
AND RESERVE OFFICERS’ TRAINING 
CORPS PROGRAMS. 

(a) ACTIVE DUTY PROGRAM.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a)(1) of sec-

tion 3011 of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘or’’ 
at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by adding ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(D) after September 30, 2009— 
‘‘(i) receives or has received a commission 

as an officer in the Armed Forces— 
‘‘(I) upon graduation from the United 

States Military Academy, the United States 
Naval Academy, the United States Air Force 
Academy, or the Coast Guard Academy; or 

‘‘(II) upon completion of a Senior Reserve 
Officers’ Training Corps program under chap-
ter 103 of title 10; and 

‘‘(ii) completes at least five years of con-
tinuous active duty in the Armed Forces (ex-
cluding any period of obligated service in 
connection with receipt of a commission as 
an officer in the Armed Forces under clause 
(i) and excluding any other period of obli-
gated service in connection with education, 
training, or instruction provided or funded, 
whether in whole or in part, by the United 
States);’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Such sec-
tion is further amended— 

(A) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (c)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(c)’’; 

(B) in subsection (c)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(c)’’; and 
(ii) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3); and 
(C) in subsection (e)(1), by striking ‘‘sub-

section (c)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(c)’’. 

(b) SELECTED RESERVE PROGRAM.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a)(1) of sec-

tion 3012 of such title is amended— 
(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘or’’ 

at the end; 
(B) in subparagraph (C), by adding ‘‘or’’ at 

the end; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph: 
‘‘(D) after September 30, 2009— 
‘‘(i) receives or has received a commission 

as an officer in the Armed Forces— 
‘‘(I) upon graduation from the United 

States Military Academy, the United States 
Naval Academy, the United States Air Force 
Academy, or the Coast Guard Academy; or 

‘‘(II) upon completion of a Senior Reserve 
Officers’ Training Corps program under chap-
ter 103 of title 10; and 

‘‘(ii) completes at least five years of con-
tinuous active duty in the Armed Forces (ex-
cluding any period of obligated service in 
connection with receipt of a commission as 
an officer in the Armed Forces under clause 
(i) and excluding any other period of obli-
gated service in connection with education, 
training, or instruction provided or funded, 
whether in whole or in part, by the United 
States);’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Such sec-
tion is further amended— 

(A) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (d)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(d)’’; 

(B) in subsection (d)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(d)’’; and 
(ii) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3); and 
(C) in subsection (f)(1), by striking ‘‘sub-

section (d)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(d)’’. 

(c) AMOUNT OF BASIC EDUCATIONAL ASSIST-
ANCE.—Section 3015(c) of such title is amend-
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘paragraph 
(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs (2) and (3)’’; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(3) Paragraph (1) of this subsection also 
applies to the following: 

‘‘(A) An individual entitled to an edu-
cational assistance allowance under section 

3011 of this title by reason of subsection 
(a)(1)(D) of such section. 

‘‘(B) An individual entitled to an edu-
cational assistance allowance under section 
3012 of this title by reason of subsection 
(a)(1)(D) of such section.’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc-
tober 1, 2009. 
SEC. 111. OPPORTUNITY FOR CURRENT AND CER-

TAIN RETIRED VEAP-ERA PER-
SONNEL TO ENROLL IN BASIC EDU-
CATIONAL ASSISTANCE UNDER THE 
MONTGOMERY GI BILL. 

(a) OPPORTUNITY FOR CURRENT AND CERTAIN 
RETIRED VEAP-ERA PERSONNEL TO ENROLL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 30 of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 3018C the following new section: 

‘‘§ 3018D. Opportunity for current and certain 
retired VEAP-era personnel to enroll 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—An individual described 

in subsection (b) who makes an election de-
scribed in paragraph (5) of such subsection is 
entitled to basic educational assistance 
under this chapter, subject to the provisions 
of subsection (d). 

‘‘(b) COVERED INDIVIDUALS.—An individual 
described in this subsection is an individual 
who meets each of the following require-
ments: 

‘‘(1) The individual first became a member 
of the Armed Forces or first entered on ac-
tive duty as a member of the Armed Forces 
on or after January 1, 1977, but before July 1, 
1985. 

‘‘(2) The individual, as of the date of the in-
dividual’s election under paragraph (5)— 

‘‘(A) is serving on active duty without a 
break in service (other than as described in 
section 3202(1)(C) of this title) since the date 
the individual first became such a member 
or first entered on active duty as such a 
member; or 

‘‘(B) is retired from the Armed Forces after 
serving at least 20 years on active duty in 
the Armed Forces, which service included 
service on active duty in the Armed Forces 
on or after September 11, 2001, and elected 
not to participate in the program of edu-
cational assistance under chapter 32 of this 
title. 

‘‘(3) The individual, before applying for 
benefits under this section, has completed 
the requirements of a secondary school di-
ploma (or equivalency certificate) or has 
successfully completed the equivalent of 12 
semester hours in a program of education 
leading to a standard college degree, but has 
not completed the requirements for nor been 
awarded a bachelor’s degree. 

‘‘(4) The individual— 
‘‘(A) in the case of an individual described 

by paragraph (2)(A), is discharged with an 
honorable discharge or released with service 
characterized as honorable by the Secretary 
concerned; or 

‘‘(B) in the case of an individual described 
by paragraph (2)(B), was discharged with an 
honorable discharge or released with service 
characterized as honorable by the Secretary 
concerned. 

‘‘(5) During the one-year period beginning 
on October 1, 2009, the individual makes an 
irrevocable election to receive benefits under 
this section pursuant to procedures which 
the Secretary of each military department 
shall provide in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary of Defense for 
the purpose of carrying out this section or 
which the Secretary of Transportation shall 
provide for such purpose with respect to the 
Coast Guard when it is not operating as a 
service in the Navy. 

‘‘(c) REDUCTION OF PAY; COLLECTION AND 
PAYMENT OF AMOUNTS.—(1) In the case of an 
individual described by subsection (b) who 
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makes an election under this section to be-
come entitled to basic educational assist-
ance under this chapter— 

‘‘(A) the basic pay or retired or retainer 
pay, as applicable, of the individual shall be 
reduced (in a manner determined by the Sec-
retary concerned) until the total amount by 
which such pay is reduced is $2,700; or 

‘‘(B) to the extent that the basic pay of the 
individual is not so reduced before the indi-
vidual’s discharge or release from active 
duty as described in subsection (d)(4)(A), the 
Secretary concerned shall collect from the 
individual an amount equal to the difference 
between $2,700 and the total amount of re-
ductions with respect to the individual under 
subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(2) An individual covered by paragraph (1) 
may at any time pay the Secretary con-
cerned an amount equal to the difference be-
tween the total of the reductions otherwise 
required with respect to the individual under 
that paragraph and the total amount of the 
reductions with respect to the individual 
under that paragraph at the time of the pay-
ment. 

‘‘(3) Any amounts collected under para-
graph (1)(B) or paid under paragraph (2) shall 
be paid into the Treasury as miscellaneous 
receipts. 

‘‘(4) The total amount of reductions in pay, 
or of collections or payments, required with 
respect to an individual under paragraph (1) 
shall be achieved not later than 12 months 
after the date on which the individual makes 
an election under subsection (b)(5). 

‘‘(5) No amount of educational assistance 
allowance under this chapter shall be paid to 
an individual covered by paragraph (1) until 
the date on which the total amount of reduc-
tions in pay, or of collections or payments, 
required with respect to the individual under 
paragraph (1) is achieved. 

‘‘(d) LIMITATIONS ON BASIC EDUCATIONAL 
ASSISTANCE.—(1) The basic educational as-
sistance allowance payable under this chap-
ter to an individual entitled to such edu-
cational assistance allowance under this sec-
tion shall be payable at the monthly rate of 
basic educational assistance payable under 
section 3015(a)(1)(B) of this title. 

‘‘(2) Basic educational assistance under 
this section shall be available only for pur-
suit of a non-degree vocational training pro-
gram, an associate degree, or a bachelor’s de-
gree, but shall not be available for pursuit of 
a masters degree or other advanced college 
degree. 

‘‘(3) An individual entitled under this sec-
tion to basic educational assistance under 
this chapter is entitled to the educational 
stipend provided under section 3020A of this 
title. 

‘‘(4)(A) Entitlement under this section to 
basic educational assistance under this chap-
ter is not transferrable under the provisions 
of section 3020 of this title. 

‘‘(B) An individual entitled under this sec-
tion to basic educational assistance under 
this chapter is not eligible for the following: 

‘‘(i) The use of basic educational assistance 
benefits under this chapter for the repay-
ment of Federal student loans under section 
3020B of this title. 

‘‘(ii) Supplemental educational assistance 
authorized by subchapter III of this chapter. 

‘‘(5)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), the provisions of section 3031 of this title 
shall apply to the use of entitlement under 
this section to basic educational assistance 
under this chapter. 

‘‘(B) In the case of an individual entitled 
under this section to basic educational as-
sistance under this chapter who is described 
by subsection (b)(2)(B), the period during 
which the individual may use such entitle-
ment expires on October 1, 2019. 

‘‘(e) OUTREACH.—The Secretary shall, in 
coordination with the Secretary of Defense, 

provide for notice of the opportunity under 
this section to elect to become entitled to 
basic educational assistance under this chap-
ter.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 30 of 
such title is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 3018C the following 
new item: 

‘‘3018D. Opportunity for current and certain 
retired VEAP-era personnel to 
enroll.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
3017(b)(1) of such title is amended— 

(1) in subparagraphs (A) and (C), by strik-
ing ‘‘or 3018C(e)’’ and inserting ‘‘3018C(e), or 
3018D(c)’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘or 
3018C(e) of this title’’ after ‘‘section 3018C(e), 
or 3018D(c) of this title or paid by the indi-
vidual under section 3018D(c) of this title’’. 
SEC. 112. COLLEGE PATRIOTS GRANT PROGRAM. 

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 36 of title 38, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subchapter: 

‘‘SUBCHAPTER IV—COLLEGE PATRIOTS 
GRANTS 

‘‘§ 3699A. College Patriots Grant Program 
‘‘(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this 

section to provide, through a partnership 
with the Department and institutions of 
higher education, supplemental educational 
grants to assist in making available the ben-
efits of postsecondary education to qualified 
veterans by meeting such veterans’ unmet fi-
nancial need. 

‘‘(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—The 
Secretary shall carry out a supplemental 
educational grant program under which— 

‘‘(1) an institution of higher education par-
ticipating in the program voluntarily pro-
vides a covered individual enrolled in the in-
stitution with the non-Federal share of a 
percentage of the covered individual’s unmet 
financial need determined in accordance 
with subsection (e); and 

‘‘(2) the Secretary provides the Federal 
share of a percentage of the covered individ-
ual’s unmet financial need determined in ac-
cordance with subsection (e). 

‘‘(c) DESIGNATION OF PROGRAM.—The pro-
gram under this section shall be known as 
the ‘College Patriots Grant Program’. 

‘‘(d) INSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA.— 
Assistance may be made available under this 
section only to an institution of higher edu-
cation that satisfies any criteria specified by 
the Secretary. Such criteria shall include an 
agreement or other appropriate assurance 
from the institution of higher education 
that— 

‘‘(1) the non-Federal share of a covered in-
dividual’s unmet financial need awarded 
under this section shall be provided from 
non-Federal resources, including— 

‘‘(A) institutional grants and scholarships; 
‘‘(B) tuition or fee waivers; 
‘‘(C) State scholarships; and 
‘‘(D) foundation or other charitable organi-

zation funds; and 
‘‘(2) funds made available under this sec-

tion shall be provided to a covered individual 
for whom the institution of higher education 
has made a determination that the covered 
individual has an unmet financial need, 
which determination shall be made before in-
cluding Federal student loans under title IV 
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 in the 
covered individual’s financial aid package. 

‘‘(e) FEDERAL SHARE; NON-FEDERAL 
SHARE.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall not 
approve an institution of higher education 
for participation in the College Patriots 
Grant Program unless the institution of 

higher education has provided, in the man-
ner required by the Secretary, the following: 

‘‘(A) An agreement or other assurance that 
the institution of higher education will pro-
vide the non-Federal share in accordance 
with this subsection. 

‘‘(B) Information on the specific methods 
by which the non-Federal share shall be paid. 

‘‘(C) An acknowledgment that the non-Fed-
eral share provided under this subsection 
shall supplement and not supplant other 
Federal and non-Federal funds. 

‘‘(2) FEDERAL AND NON-FEDERAL SHARES.— 
Each institution of higher education partici-
pating in the program under this section 
shall select one of the three contribution 
percentage tiers described in paragraph (3) 
for purposes of meeting a percentage of the 
unmet financial needs of covered individuals 
enrolled in the institution. 

‘‘(3) PERCENTAGE CONTRIBUTION TIERS.— 
‘‘(A) 25 PERCENT TIER.—In the case of a cov-

ered individual enrolled in the institution 
who has an unmet financial need that is— 

‘‘(i) less than $8,000, the non-Federal share 
shall be 12.5 percent of the unmet financial 
need and the Federal share shall be 12.5 per-
cent of the unmet financial need, except that 
the Federal share shall not exceed $1,000; and 

‘‘(ii) equal to or greater than $8,000, the 
Federal share shall be $1,000 and the non- 
Federal share shall be 25 percent of the cov-
ered individual’s unmet financial need minus 
$1,000. 

‘‘(B) 50 PERCENT TIER.—In the case of a cov-
ered individual enrolled in the institution 
who has an unmet financial need that is— 

‘‘(i) less than $8,000, the non-Federal share 
shall be 25 percent of the unmet financial 
need and the Federal share shall be 25 per-
cent of the unmet financial need, except that 
the Federal share shall not exceed $2,000; and 

‘‘(ii) equal to or greater than $8,000, the 
Federal share shall be $2,000 and the non- 
Federal share shall be 50 percent of the cov-
ered individual’s unmet financial need minus 
$2,000. 

‘‘(C) 100 PERCENT TIER.—In the case of a 
covered individual enrolled in the institution 
who has an unmet financial need that is— 

‘‘(i) less than $6,000, the non-Federal share 
shall be 50 percent of the unmet financial 
need and the Federal share shall be 50 per-
cent of the unmet financial need, except that 
the Federal share shall not exceed $3,000; and 

‘‘(ii) equal to or greater than $6,000, the 
Federal share shall be $3,000 and the non- 
Federal share shall be 100 percent of the cov-
ered individual’s unmet financial need minus 
$3,000. 

‘‘(f) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe regulations necessary to imple-
ment and administer the College Patriots 
Grant Program, including regulations estab-
lishing the procedures for determining eligi-
bility for the program, applying for supple-
mental educational grants under the pro-
gram, and distributing the Federal share 
provided by the Secretary under the pro-
gram. 

‘‘(g) OUTREACH.—The Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs, in coordination with the Secretary 
of Defense and the Secretary of Education, 
shall— 

‘‘(1) make available to the public on the 
Internet website of the Department— 

‘‘(A) a current list of institutions of higher 
education participating in the College Patri-
ots Grant Program; and 

‘‘(B) information on the extent of partici-
pation of each institution of higher edu-
cation participating in the College Patriots 
Grant Program; 

‘‘(2) make available to the public on the 
Internet website of the Department informa-
tion about all Federal and State education 
benefits that members of the regular compo-
nents of the Armed Forces, members of the 
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reserve components of the Armed Forces, 
veterans, and their dependents may be eligi-
ble to receive; and 

‘‘(3) make available to institutions of high-
er education information about the College 
Patriots Grant Program and take appro-
priate actions to encourage broad participa-
tion of institutions of higher education in 
the program. 

‘‘(h) AWARDS FOR INSTITUTIONAL RECOGNI-
TION.—The Secretary may establish and ad-
minister an awards program to recognize the 
extent of an institution of higher education’s 
participation in the College Patriots Grant 
Program. 

‘‘(i) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) COST OF ATTENDANCE.—The term ‘cost 

of attendance’ has the meaning given the 
term in section 472 of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087ll). 

‘‘(2) COVERED INDIVIDUAL.—The term ‘cov-
ered individual’ means an individual who— 

‘‘(A) is enrolled in an institution of higher 
education that is participating in the Col-
lege Patriots Grant Program; 

‘‘(B) has such amount of remaining entitle-
ment to educational assistance under chap-
ter 30 or 32 of this title, or under chapter 1606 
or 1607 of title 10, as the Secretary may re-
quire for purposes of this section; and 

‘‘(C) after receipt of any of the educational 
assistance described in subparagraph (B), has 
an unmet financial need to attend the insti-
tution of higher education for which a sup-
plemental educational grant is sought. 

‘‘(3) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.— 
The term ‘institution of higher education’ 
has the meaning given the term in section 
102 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 1002). 

‘‘(4) UNMET FINANCIAL NEED.—The term 
‘unmet financial need’ means, with respect 
to a covered individual, the cost of attend-
ance for the covered individual to attend an 
institution of higher education participating 
in the College Patriots Grant Program, 
minus the sum of— 

‘‘(A) grant and work assistance received by 
the covered individual under title IV of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070 
et seq.); and 

‘‘(B) any educational assistance payments 
received by the covered individual through 
any programs administered by the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs or the Department 
of Defense.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 36 of 
such title is amended by adding at the end 
the following new items: 
‘‘SUBCHAPTER IV—COLLEGE PATRIOTS GRANTS 
‘‘3699A. College Patriots Grant Program.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect one 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, and shall apply to terms, quarters, or 
semesters beginning on or after that date. 
SEC. 113. TERMINATION OF CONTRIBUTIONS BY 

MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES 
FOR PARTICIPATION IN THE MONT-
GOMERY GI BILL PROGRAM. 

(a) ACTIVE DUTY PROGRAM.—Notwith-
standing subsection (b) of section 3011 of 
title 38, United States Code, no reduction in 
basic pay otherwise required by such section 
shall be made in the case of a member of the 
Armed Forces who first enters on active 
duty on or after the date of the enactment of 
this Act and elects to receive basic edu-
cational assistance under such section. 

(b) SELECTED RESERVE PROGRAM.—Not-
withstanding subsection (c) of section 3012 of 
such title, no reduction in basic pay other-
wise required by such section shall be made 
in the case of a member of the Armed Forces 
who first becomes eligible for basic edu-
cational assistance under such section on or 

after the date of the enactment of this Act 
and elects to receive basic educational as-
sistance under such section. 
SEC. 114. MODIFICATION OF SERVICE REQUIRE-

MENT FOR EDUCATIONAL ASSIST-
ANCE FOR RESERVE COMPONENT 
MEMBERS SUPPORTING CONTIN-
GENCY OPERATIONS AND OTHER 
OPERATIONS WITH EXTENDED SERV-
ICE IN THE SELECTED RESERVE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 16162(c)(4) of title 
10, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing subparagraphs (A) through (C) and in-
serting the following new subparagraphs: 

‘‘(A) 40 percent in the case of a member of 
a reserve component who performed active 
service for— 

‘‘(i) 90 consecutive days but less than one 
continuous year; or 

‘‘(ii) an aggregate of one year but less than 
two years, none of which was continuous 
service of one year or more; 

‘‘(B) 60 percent in the case of a member of 
a reserve component who performed active 
service for— 

‘‘(i) one continuous year but less than two 
continuous years; or 

‘‘(ii) an aggregate of two years but less 
than three years, none of which was contin-
uous service of two years or more; or 

‘‘(C) 80 percent in the case of a member of 
a reserve component who performed active 
service for— 

‘‘(i) two continuous years or more; or 
‘‘(ii) an aggregate of three years or more.’’. 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 

made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 2008, and shall apply with respect 
to educational assistance payable for months 
beginning on or after that date. 
SEC. 115. MODIFICATION OF FORMULA FOR DE-

TERMINATION OF ANNUAL COST AD-
JUSTMENT IN RATES OF EDU-
CATIONAL ASSISTANCE. 

(a) ACTIVE DUTY PROGRAM.—Section 3015(h) 
of title 38, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘With respect to any fiscal 

year’’ and inserting ‘‘Subject to paragraphs 
(2) and (3), with respect to any fiscal year’’; 
and 

(B) by striking ‘‘the percentage by which— 
’’ and all that follows through the end of the 
paragraph and inserting ‘‘the percentage in-
crease in the average cost of tuition, fees, 
room, and board at public four-year institu-
tions of higher education (as determined by 
the Secretary in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Education and Secretary of De-
fense) over the one-year period ending on the 
June 30 preceding the beginning of the fiscal 
year for which the increase is made.’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (3); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing new paragraph (2): 

‘‘(2) With respect to any fiscal year, in no 
event shall the increase in rates under para-
graph (1) be less than a percentage increase 
equal to the percentage by which— 

‘‘(A) the Consumer Price Index (all items, 
United States city average) for the 12-month 
period ending on the June 30 preceding the 
beginning of the fiscal year for which the in-
crease is made, exceeds 

‘‘(B) such Consumer Price Index for the 12- 
month period preceding that 12-month pe-
riod.’’. 

(b) SELECTED RESERVE PROGRAM.—Section 
16131(b)(2) of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘With respect to any fiscal 
year’’ and inserting ‘‘(A) Subject to subpara-
graph (B), with respect to any fiscal year’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘the percentage by which— 
’’ and all that follows and inserting ‘‘the per-
centage increase in the average cost of tui-
tion, fees, room, and board at public four- 

year institutions of higher education (as de-
termined by the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs in consultation with the Secretary of 
Education and Secretary of Defense) over the 
one-year period ending on the June 30 pre-
ceding the beginning of the fiscal year for 
which the increase is made.’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(B) With respect to any fiscal year, in no 
event shall the increase in rates under sub-
paragraph (A) be less than a percentage in-
crease equal to the percentage by which— 

‘‘(i) the Consumer Price Index (all items, 
United States city average) for the 12-month 
period ending on the June 30 preceding the 
beginning of the fiscal year for which the in-
crease is made, exceeds 

‘‘(ii) such Consumer Price Index for the 12- 
month period preceding that 12-month pe-
riod.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc-
tober 1, 2009, and shall apply with respect to 
fiscal years that begin on or after that date. 

SA 4764. Mr. MCCONNELL proposed 
an amendment to amendment SA 4763 
proposed by Mr. GRAHAM (for himself, 
Mr. BURR, and Mr. MCCAIN) to the bill 
H.R. 980, to provide collective bar-
gaining rights for public safety officers 
by States or their political subdivi-
sions; as follows: 

Strike in the amendment the word TITLE 
and add the following: 
I—EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE FOR MEM-

BERS OF THE ARMED FORCES AND VET-
ERANS 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Enhance-

ment of Recruitment, Retention, and Read-
justment Through Education Act of 2008’’. 
SEC. 102. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) The World War II-era GI Bill assisted al-

most 8,000,000 members of the Armed Forces 
in readjusting to civilian life after com-
pleting their service to the nation. With the 
support and assistance of America’s colleges 
and universities, the GI Bill provided incen-
tives that transformed American society, 
making a college degree a realizable goal for 
millions of Americans. 

(2) In the years following World War II, the 
GI Bill continued to provide educational ben-
efits for members of the Armed Forces who 
had been drafted into or volunteered for 
service. 

(3) The establishment of the All Volunteer 
Force in 1973, and its development since its 
inception, has produced highly professional 
Armed Forces that are recognized as the 
most effective fighting force the world has 
ever seen. 

(4) The Sonny Montgomery GI Bill was en-
acted in 1984 to sustain the All Volunteer 
Force by providing educational benefits to 
aid in the recruitment and retention of high-
ly qualified personnel for the Armed Forces 
and to assist veterans in readjusting to civil-
ian life. Today, it remains a cornerstone of 
military recruiting and retention planning 
for the Armed Forces and continues to fulfill 
its original purposes. 

(5) The All Volunteer Force depends for its 
effectiveness and vitality on successful re-
cruiting of highly capable men and women, 
and retention for careers of soldiers, sailors, 
airmen, and marines, in both the active and 
reserve components of the Armed Forces, 
who, with the support of their families and 
loved ones, develop into professional, dedi-
cated, and experienced officers, noncommis-
sioned officers, and petty officers. 

(6) The achievement of educational goals, 
including obtaining the means to a college 
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degree, has traditionally been a key reason 
for volunteering for service in the Armed 
Forces. For members who serve a career in 
the Armed Forces, this goal extends to their 
spouses and children and has resulted in re-
quests for the option to transfer educational 
benefits under the GI Bill to spouses and 
children. 

(7) As in the aftermath of World War II, 
colleges and universities throughout the 
United States should demonstrate their and 
the Nation’s appreciation to veterans by 
dedicated programs providing financial aid. 

(8) It is in that national interest for the 
United States— 

(A) to express the gratitude of the Amer-
ican people by assisting those who have hon-
orably served in the Armed Forces and re-
turned to civilian life to achieve their edu-
cational goals; 

(B) to provide significant educational bene-
fits to provide incentives for successful re-
cruiting; 

(C) to motivate continued service in the 
All Volunteer Force by those members with 
the potential for military careers and their 
spouses and children; and 

(D) to assist those who serve and their 
families in achieving their personal goals, 
including higher education, while pro-
gressing in a military career. 
SEC. 103. PLAN ON COORDINATION OF CURRENT 

EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE PRO-
GRAMS AND DEVELOPMENT OF AD-
DITIONAL EDUCATIONAL ASSIST-
ANCE PROGRAMS TO ENABLE CA-
REER-ORIENTED MEMBERS OF THE 
ARMED FORCES TO ATTAIN A BACH-
ELOR’S DEGREE. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

(1) the outstanding men and women who 
volunteer for service in the Armed Forces 
and demonstrate through their service the 
ability, motivation, and commitment to 
serve as career commissioned officers, non-
commissioned officers, petty officers, and 
warrant officers should be given the opportu-
nities and resources needed to obtain a bach-
elor’s degree before they complete active 
duty and retire from the Armed Forces; and 

(2) every effort should be made by the lead-
ers of the Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air 
Force, and Coast Guard to demonstrate to 
members of the Armed Forces who are will-
ing to serve and study that the dual goals of 
attaining a bachelor’s degree and a distin-
guished military career are achievable and 
not mutually exclusive. 

(b) PLAN TO COORDINATE AND DEVELOP EDU-
CATIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.— 

(1) PLAN REQUIRED.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs, develop a plan to 
make the attainment of a bachelor’s degree 
an achievable goal for members of the Armed 
Forces who are motivated towards careers in 
the Armed Forces and who are able and will-
ing to accept the challenges of military duty 
and pursuit of college level studies. 

(2) ADVICE OF THE SERVICE CHIEFS.—The 
Secretary of Defense shall develop the plan 
required by paragraph (1) with the advice of 
the Chief of Staff of the Army, the Chief of 
Naval Operations, the Chief of Staff of the 
Air Force, and the Commandant of the Ma-
rine Corps. 

(3) ELEMENTS.—The plan required by para-
graph (1) shall include the following: 

(A) Appropriate elements of current pro-
grams to assist members of the Armed 
Forces in obtaining college-level education, 
including tuition assistance programs, dis-
tance learning programs, and technical 
training and education provided by the mili-
tary departments, including programs cur-
rently administered by the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs. 

(B) Appropriate elements of current pro-
grams to provide members of the Armed 
Forces with assistance in obtaining college- 
level credit for the technical training and ex-
perience they undergo during their military 
career. 

(C) One or more additional education pro-
grams to assist members of the Armed 
Forces in obtaining a college-level edu-
cation, including mechanisms for the provi-
sion by the military departments of guid-
ance, mentoring, and resources to assist 
members in achieving their professional 
military and personal educational goals. 

(D) Such additional programs or mecha-
nisms, such as sabbaticals from the Armed 
Forces or college-level education provided or 
funded by the military departments, as the 
Secretary of Defense considers appropriate 
to assist members of the Armed Forces in 
making adequate progress towards a bach-
elor’s degree from an accredited institution 
of higher education while continuing a suc-
cessful military career. 

(E) Such mechanisms for the application of 
the elements of the plan to members of the 
National Guard and Reserves as the Sec-
retary of Defense considers appropriate to 
ensure that such members receive appro-
priate assistance in achieving their profes-
sional military and personal educational 
goals. 

(F) Such elements of current programs of 
the military departments for in-service edu-
cation of members of the Armed Forces as 
the Secretary of Defense considers appro-
priate to maintain and enhance the recruit-
ment and retention by the Armed Forces of 
highly trained and experienced military 
leaders. 

(4) SUBMITTAL TO CONGRESS.—The Sec-
retary of Defense shall submit to the Com-
mittees on Armed Services of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives a report set-
ting forth the plan required by paragraph (1) 
not later than August 1, 2009. 
SEC. 104. INCREASE IN RATES OF BASIC EDU-

CATIONAL ASSISTANCE UNDER THE 
MONTGOMERY GI BILL. 

(a) INCREASE IN GENERAL RATES AND AUG-
MENTED RATES FOR EXTENDED SERVICE.— 

(1) RATES BASED ON THREE YEARS OF OBLI-
GATED SERVICE.—Subsection (a)(1) of section 
3015 of title 38, United States Code, is amend-
ed by striking ‘‘on a full-time basis, at the 
monthly rate of’’ and all that follows and in-
serting ‘‘on a full-time basis— 

‘‘(A) in the case of an individual who 
served on active duty in the Armed Forces 
for 12 or more years, at the monthly rate of— 

‘‘(i) for months occurring during fiscal 
year 2009, $1,650; 

‘‘(ii) for months occurring during fiscal 
year 2010, $1,800; 

‘‘(iii) for months occurring during fiscal 
year 2011, $2,000; and 

‘‘(iv) for months occurring during a subse-
quent fiscal year, the amount for months oc-
curring during the preceding fiscal year in-
creased under subsection (h); and 

‘‘(B) in the case of an individual who 
served on active duty in the Armed Forces 
for less than 12 years, at the monthly rate 
of— 

‘‘(i) for months occurring during fiscal 
year 2009, $1,500; and 

‘‘(ii) for months occurring during a subse-
quent fiscal year, the amount for months oc-
curring during the preceding fiscal year in-
creased under subsection (h); or’’. 

(2) RATES BASED ON TWO YEARS OF OBLI-
GATED SERVICE.—Subsection (b)(1) of such 
section is amended— 

(A) by striking subparagraphs (A) through 
(C) and inserting the following new subpara-
graph (A): 

‘‘(A) for months occurring during fiscal 
year 2009, $950; and’’; and 

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (D) as 
subparagraph (B). 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

subsection (a) shall take effect on October 1, 
2008, and shall apply with respect to basic 
educational assistance payable for months 
beginning on or after that date. 

(2) LIMITATION ON COST-OF-LIVING ADJUST-
MENTS.— 

(A) CERTAIN RATES BASED ON THREE YEARS 
OF OBLIGATED SERVICE.—No adjustment under 
subsection (h) of section 3015 of title 38, 
United States Code, shall be made in the 
rates of educational assistance payable 
under subsection (a)(1)(A) of such section (as 
amended by subsection (a)(1) of this section) 
for any of fiscal years 2009 through 2011. 

(B) OTHER RATES.—No adjustment under 
subsection (h) of section 3015 of title 38, 
United States Code, shall be made in the 
rates of educational assistance payable 
under subsection (a)(1)(B) of such section (as 
so amended), or subsection (b) of such sec-
tion, for fiscal year 2009. 
SEC. 105. ANNUAL STIPEND FOR RECIPIENTS OF 

BASIC EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE 
UNDER THE MONTGOMERY GI BILL. 

(a) ENTITLEMENT TO STIPEND.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 

30 of title 38, United States Code, is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion: 

‘‘§ 3020A. Educational stipend 
‘‘(a) ENTITLEMENT.—Each individual re-

ceiving basic educational assistance under 
this subchapter who is pursuing a program of 
education at an institution of higher learn-
ing (as such term is defined in section 3452(f) 
of this title) is entitled to an educational sti-
pend under this section. 

‘‘(b) AMOUNT OF STIPEND.—The educational 
stipend payable under this section to an indi-
vidual entitled to such a stipend shall be 
paid— 

‘‘(1) in the case of an individual pursuing 
an approved program of education on at least 
a half-time basis, at the annual rate of $1,000; 
and 

‘‘(2) in the case of an individual pursuing 
an approved program of education on less 
than a half-time basis, at the annual rate of 
$500. 

‘‘(c) PAYMENT FREQUENCY AND METHOD.— 
The educational stipend payable under this 
subsection shall be paid with such frequency 
(including by lump sum), and by such mecha-
nisms, as the Secretary shall prescribe for 
purposes of this section.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 30 of 
such title is amended by adding at the end of 
the items relating to subchapter II the fol-
lowing new item: 

‘‘3020A. Educational stipend.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 3020A of title 
38, United States Code, as added by sub-
section (a), shall take effect on the date that 
is one year after the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 106. INCREASE IN RATES OF EDUCATIONAL 

ASSISTANCE FOR MEMBERS OF THE 
SELECTED RESERVE. 

(a) INCREASE IN RATES.—Section 16131(b)(1) 
of title 10, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘$251’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$634’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘$188’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$474’’; and 

(3) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘$125’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$314’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The amendments made by 

subsection (a) shall take effect on October 1, 
2008, and shall apply with respect to edu-
cational assistance payable for months be-
ginning on or after that date. 
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(2) NO COST-OF-LIVING ADJUSTMENT.—No ad-

justment under paragraph (2) of section 
16131(b) of title 10, United States Code, shall 
be made in the rates of educational assist-
ance payable under paragraph (1) of such sec-
tion for fiscal year 2009. 
SEC. 107. INCREASE IN RATES OF EDUCATIONAL 

ASSISTANCE FOR RESERVE COMPO-
NENT MEMBERS SUPPORTING CON-
TINGENCY OPERATIONS AND OTHER 
OPERATIONS WITH EXTENDED SERV-
ICE IN THE SELECTED RESERVE. 

(a) INCREASE IN RATES FOR EXTENDED SERV-
ICE.—Paragraph (2) of section 16162(c) of title 
10, United States Code, is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(2) The educational assistance allowance 
provided under this chapter shall be the 
amount as follows (as adjusted under para-
graphs (3) and (4)): 

‘‘(A) In the case of a member who serves an 
aggregate of 12 years or more in the Selected 
Reserve of the Ready Reserve, the amount 
provided under section 3015(a)(1)(A) of title 
38 for the fiscal year concerned, except that 
if a member otherwise covered by this sub-
paragraph ceases serving in the Selected Re-
serve the amount shall be the amount pro-
vided under subparagraph (B) of this para-
graph. 

‘‘(B) In the case of any other member, the 
amount provided under section 3015(a)(1)(B) 
of title 38 for the fiscal year concerned.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 
made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 2008, and shall apply with respect 
to educational assistance payable for months 
beginning on or after that date. 
SEC. 108. ENHANCEMENT OF TRANSFERABILITY 

OF ENTITLEMENT TO EDUCATIONAL 
ASSISTANCE. 

(a) MODIFICATION OF AUTHORITY TO TRANS-
FER ENTITLEMENT UNDER MONTGOMERY GI 
BILL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 
3020 of title 38, United States Code, is amend-
ed to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the provi-
sions of this section, the Secretary of De-
fense shall authorize each Secretary con-
cerned to permit an individual described in 
subsection (b) who is entitled to basic edu-
cational assistance under this subchapter to 
elect to transfer to one or more of the de-
pendents specified in subsection (c) the un-
used portion of such individual’s entitlement 
to such assistance, subject to the limitation 
under subsection (d).’’. 

(2) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUALS.—Subsection (b) 
of such section is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE INDIVIDUALS.—An individual 
referred to in subsection (a) is any member 
of the Armed Forces serving on active duty 
or as a member of the Selected Reserve who, 
at the time of the approval by the Secretary 
concerned of the member’s request to trans-
fer entitlement to basic educational assist-
ance under this section— 

‘‘(1) has completed six years of service in 
the Armed Forces; and 

‘‘(2) meets such other requirements as the 
Secretary of Defense may prescribe for pur-
poses of this section.’’. 

(3) LIMITATIONS ON MONTHS OF TRANSFER.— 
Subsection (d) of such section is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(d) NUMBER OF MONTHS TRANSFERRABLE.— 
(1) Except as provided in paragraphs (2) and 
(3), an individual may transfer under this 
section any number of months of unused en-
titlement of the individual to basic edu-
cational assistance under this chapter. 

‘‘(2) In the case of an individual who has 
completed at least six but less than 12 years 
of service in the Armed Forces at the time of 
the approval by the Secretary concerned of 
the individual’s request to transfer entitle-
ment under this section, the number of 

months that may be transferred by the indi-
vidual under this section may not exceed the 
lesser of— 

‘‘(A) the number of months transferrable 
by the individual under paragraph (1); or 

‘‘(B) 18 months.’’. 
(4) TIMING, REVOCATION, AND MODIFICATION 

OF TRANSFER.—Subsection (f) of such section 
is amended— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘without 
regard’’ and all that follows and inserting 
‘‘while the individual is a member of the 
Armed Forces.’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2)(A), by inserting ‘‘while 
the individual is serving as a member of the 
Armed Forces or in the Selected Reserve’’ 
after ‘‘at any time’’. 

(5) EXCLUSION FROM MARITAL PROPERTY.— 
Subsection (f) of such section is further 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) Entitlement transferred under this 
section may not be treated as marital prop-
erty, or the asset of a marital estate, subject 
to division in a divorce or other civil pro-
ceeding.’’. 

(6) OVERPAYMENT.—Subsection (i) of such 
section is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘(1)’’ before ‘‘In the event’’; 
and 

(B) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3). 
(7) REGULATIONS.—Subsection (k) of such 

section is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘(k) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of De-

fense shall, in coordination with the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs, prescribe regula-
tions for purposes of this section. Such regu-
lations shall specify the following: 

‘‘(1) The circumstances under which the 
Secretaries concerned may permit and ap-
prove transfers of entitlement under this 
section. 

‘‘(2) Such requirements for eligibility for 
transfer of entitlement under this section as 
the Secretary of Defense considers appro-
priate for purposes of subsection (b)(2). 

‘‘(3) The manner and effect of an election 
to modify or revoke a transfer of entitlement 
under subsection (f)(2).’’. 

(8) HEADING AMENDMENT.—The heading of 
such section is amended to read as follows: 
‘‘§ 3020. Transfer of entitlement to basic edu-

cational assistance’’. 
(9) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 

sections at the beginning of chapter 30 of 
such title is amended by striking the item 
relating to section 3020 and inserting the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘3020. Transfer of entitlement to basic edu-

cational assistance.’’. 
(b) AUTHORITY FOR TRANSFER OF ENTITLE-

MENT UNDER RESERVE COMPONENTS EDU-
CATIONAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS.— 

(1) SELECTED RESERVE PROGRAM.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1606 of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 16131a the following new sec-
tion: 
‘‘§ 16131b. Transfer of entitlement to edu-

cational assistance 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the provi-

sions of this section, the Secretary con-
cerned may permit a member of the Armed 
Forces described in subsection (b) who is en-
titled to educational assistance under this 
chapter to elect to transfer to one or more of 
the dependents specified in subsection (c) a 
portion of such member’s entitlement to 
such assistance, subject to the limitations 
under subsection (d). 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE MEMBERS.—A member de-
scribed in this subsection is a member of the 
Selected Reserve of the Ready Reserve who, 
at the time of the approval of the member’s 
request to transfer entitlement to edu-
cational assistance under this section— 

‘‘(1) has completed at least six years of 
service in the Selected Reserve; and 

‘‘(2) meets such other requirements as the 
Secretary of Defense may prescribe for pur-
poses of this section. 

‘‘(c) ELIGIBLE DEPENDENTS.—A member ap-
proved to transfer an entitlement to edu-
cational assistance under this section may 
transfer the member’s entitlement as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(1) To the member’s spouse. 
‘‘(2) To one or more of the member’s chil-

dren. 
‘‘(3) To a combination of the individuals re-

ferred to in paragraphs (1) and (2). 
‘‘(d) NUMBER OF MONTHS TRANSFERRABLE.— 

(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), a 
member may transfer under this section any 
number of months of unused entitlement of 
the member to educational assistance under 
this chapter. 

‘‘(2) In the case of a member who has com-
pleted at least six but less than 12 years of 
service in the Selected Reserve at the time 
of the approval by the Secretary concerned 
of the member’s request to transfer entitle-
ment under this section, the number of 
months that may be transferred by the mem-
ber under this section may not exceed the 
lesser of— 

‘‘(A) the number of months transferrable 
by the individual under paragraph (1); or 

‘‘(B) 18 months. 
‘‘(e) DESIGNATION OF TRANSFEREE.—A mem-

ber transferring an entitlement to edu-
cational assistance under this section shall— 

‘‘(1) designate the dependent or dependents 
to whom such entitlement is being trans-
ferred; 

‘‘(2) designate the number of months of 
such entitlement to be transferred to each 
such dependent; and 

‘‘(3) specify the period for which the trans-
fer shall be effective for each dependent des-
ignated under paragraph (1). 

‘‘(f) TIME FOR TRANSFER; REVOCATION AND 
MODIFICATION.—(1) Subject to the time limi-
tation for use of entitlement under section 
16133 of this title, a member approved to 
transfer entitlement to educational assist-
ance under this section may transfer such 
entitlement at any time after the approval 
of the member’s request to transfer such en-
titlement. 

‘‘(2)(A) A member transferring entitlement 
under this section may modify or revoke at 
any time the transfer of any unused portion 
of the entitlement so transferred. 

‘‘(B) The modification or revocation of the 
transfer of entitlement under this paragraph 
shall be made by the submittal of written 
notice of the action to both the Secretary 
concerned and the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs. 

‘‘(3) Entitlement transferred under this 
section may not be treated as marital prop-
erty, or the asset of a marital estate, subject 
to division in a divorce or other civil pro-
ceeding. 

‘‘(g) COMMENCEMENT OF USE.—A dependent 
to whom entitlement to educational assist-
ance is transferred under this section may 
not commence the use of the transferred en-
titlement until— 

‘‘(1) in the case of entitlement transferred 
to a spouse, the completion by the member 
making the transfer of six years of service in 
the Selected Reserve; or 

‘‘(2) in the case of entitlement transferred 
to a child, both— 

‘‘(A) the completion by the member mak-
ing the transfer of six years of service in the 
Selected Reserve; and 

‘‘(B) either— 
‘‘(i) the completion by the child of the re-

quirements of a secondary school diploma (or 
equivalency certificate); or 
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‘‘(ii) the attainment by the child of 18 

years of age. 
‘‘(h) ADDITIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE MAT-

TERS.—(1) The use of any entitlement to edu-
cational assistance transferred under this 
section shall be charged against the entitle-
ment of the member making the transfer at 
the rate of one month for each month of 
transferred entitlement that is used. 

‘‘(2) Except as provided under subsection 
(e)(2) and subject to paragraphs (5) and (6), a 
dependent to whom entitlement is trans-
ferred under this section is entitled to edu-
cational assistance under this chapter in the 
same manner as the member from whom the 
entitlement was transferred. 

‘‘(3) The monthly rate of educational as-
sistance payable to a dependent to whom en-
titlement is transferred under this section 
shall be the monthly amount payable to the 
member making the transfer under section 
16131 or 16132a of this title, as applicable. 

‘‘(4)(A) The death of a member transferring 
entitlement under this section shall not af-
fect the use of the entitlement by the de-
pendent to whom the entitlement is trans-
ferred. 

‘‘(B) The involuntary separation or retire-
ment of a member transferring entitlement 
under this section because of a nondis-
cretionary provision of law for age or for 
years of service, as described in section 
16133(b) of this title, or medical disqualifica-
tion which is not the result of gross neg-
ligence or misconduct of the member shall 
not affect the use of entitlement by the de-
pendent to whom the entitlement is trans-
ferred. 

‘‘(5) A child to whom entitlement is trans-
ferred under this section may not use any 
entitlement so transferred after attaining 
the age of 26 years. 

‘‘(6) The purposes for which a dependent to 
whom entitlement is transferred under this 
section may use such entitlement shall in-
clude the pursuit and completion of the re-
quirements of a secondary school diploma (or 
equivalency certificate). 

‘‘(7) The administrative provisions of this 
chapter shall apply to the use of entitlement 
transferred under this section, except that 
the dependent to whom the entitlement is 
transferred shall be treated as the eligible 
member for purposes of such provisions. 

‘‘(i) OVERPAYMENT.—(1) In the event of an 
overpayment of educational assistance with 
respect to a dependent to whom entitlement 
is transferred under this section, the depend-
ent and the member making the transfer 
shall be jointly and severally liable to the 
United States for the amount of the overpay-
ment for purposes of section 3685 of title 38. 

‘‘(2)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), in the case of a member transferring en-
titlement under this section whose eligi-
bility is terminated under section 16134(2) of 
this title, the amount of any transferred en-
titlement under this section that is used by 
a dependent of the member as of the date of 
the failure of the member to participate sat-
isfactorily in training as specified in section 
16134(2) of this title shall be treated as an 
overpayment of educational assistance under 
paragraph (1). 

‘‘(B) Subparagraph (A) shall not apply in 
the case of a member who fails to complete 
service agreed to by the member— 

‘‘(i) by reason of the death of the member; 
or 

‘‘(ii) for a reason referred to in section 
16133(b) of this title. 

‘‘(j) APPROVALS OF TRANSFER SUBJECT TO 
AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS.—The Sec-
retary concerned may approve transfers of 
entitlement to educational assistance under 
this section in a fiscal year only to the ex-
tent that appropriations for military per-
sonnel are available in that fiscal year for 

purposes of making deposits in the Depart-
ment of Defense Education Benefits Fund 
under section 2006 of this title in that fiscal 
year to cover the present value of future ben-
efits payable from the Fund for the Depart-
ment of Defense portion of payments of edu-
cational assistance attributable to increased 
usage of benefits as a result of such transfers 
of entitlement in that fiscal year. 

‘‘(k) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs, prescribe regula-
tions for purposes of this section. Such regu-
lations shall specify the following: 

‘‘(1) The circumstances under which the 
Secretaries concerned may permit and ap-
prove transfers of entitlement under this 
section. 

‘‘(2) Such requirements for eligibility for 
transfer of entitlement under this section as 
the Secretary of Defense considers appro-
priate for purposes of subsection (b)(2). 

‘‘(3) The manner and effect of an election 
to modify or revoke a transfer of entitlement 
under subsection (f)(2).’’. 

(B) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 1606 of 
such title is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 16131a the following 
new item: 
‘‘16131b. Transfer of entitlement to edu-

cational assistance.’’. 

(2) PROGRAM FOR RESERVE COMPONENTS SUP-
PORTING CONTINGENCY AND OTHER OPER-
ATIONS.— 

(A) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 1607 of title 10, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 16162a the following new sec-
tion: 
‘‘§ 16162b. Transfer of entitlement to edu-

cational assistance 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to the provi-

sions of this section, the Secretary con-
cerned may permit a member of the Armed 
Forces described in subsection (b) who is en-
titled to educational assistance under this 
chapter to elect to transfer to one or more of 
the dependents specified in subsection (c) a 
portion of such member’s entitlement to 
such assistance, subject to the limitations 
under subsection (d). 

‘‘(b) ELIGIBLE MEMBERS.—A member re-
ferred to in subsection (a) is a member of the 
Armed Forces who, at the time of the ap-
proval of the member’s request to transfer 
entitlement to educational assistance under 
this section— 

‘‘(1) has completed at least six years of 
service in the Armed Forces; and 

‘‘(2) meets such other requirements as the 
Secretary of Defense may prescribe for pur-
poses of this section. 

‘‘(c) ELIGIBLE DEPENDENTS.—A member ap-
proved to transfer an entitlement to edu-
cational assistance under this section may 
transfer the member’s entitlement as fol-
lows: 

‘‘(1) To the member’s spouse. 
‘‘(2) To one or more of the member’s chil-

dren. 
‘‘(3) To a combination of the individuals re-

ferred to in paragraphs (1) and (2). 
‘‘(d) NUMBER OF MONTHS TRANSFERRABLE.— 

(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), a 
member may transfer under this section any 
number of months of unused entitlement of 
the member to educational assistance under 
this chapter. 

‘‘(2) In the case of a member who has com-
pleted at least six but less than 12 years of 
service in the Armed Forces at the time of 
the approval by the Secretary concerned of 
the member’s request to transfer entitle-
ment under this section, the number of 
months that may be transferred by the mem-
ber under this section may not exceed the 
lesser of— 

‘‘(A) the number of months transferrable 
by the individual under paragraph (1); or 

‘‘(B) 18 months. 
‘‘(e) DESIGNATION OF TRANSFEREE.—A mem-

ber transferring an entitlement to edu-
cational assistance under this section shall— 

‘‘(1) designate the dependent or dependents 
to whom such entitlement is being trans-
ferred; 

‘‘(2) designate the number of months of 
such entitlement to be transferred to each 
such dependent; and 

‘‘(3) specify the period for which the trans-
fer shall be effective for each dependent des-
ignated under paragraph (1). 

‘‘(f) TIME FOR TRANSFER; REVOCATION AND 
MODIFICATION.—(1) Subject to the time limi-
tation for use of entitlement under section 
16164 of this title, a member approved to 
transfer entitlement to educational assist-
ance under this section may transfer such 
entitlement only while serving as a member 
of the Armed Forces when the transfer is ex-
ecuted. 

‘‘(2)(A) A member transferring entitlement 
under this section may modify or revoke at 
any time the transfer of any unused portion 
of the entitlement so transferred. 

‘‘(B) The modification or revocation of the 
transfer of entitlement under this paragraph 
shall be made by the submittal of written 
notice of the action to both the Secretary 
concerned and the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs. 

‘‘(g) COMMENCEMENT OF USE.—A dependent 
to whom entitlement to educational assist-
ance as transferred under this section may 
not commence the use of the transferred en-
titlement until— 

‘‘(1) in the case of entitlement transferred 
to a spouse, the completion by the member 
making the transfer of the years of service in 
the Armed Forces applicable to the member 
under subsection (b); or 

‘‘(2) in the case of entitlement transferred 
to a child, both— 

‘‘(A) the completion by the member mak-
ing the transfer of the years of service in the 
Armed Forces applicable to the member 
under subsection; and 

‘‘(B) either— 
‘‘(i) the completion by the child of the re-

quirements of a secondary school diploma (or 
equivalency certificate); or 

‘‘(ii) the attainment by the child of 18 
years of age. 

‘‘(h) ADDITIONAL ADMINISTRATIVE MAT-
TERS.—(1) The use of any entitlement to edu-
cational assistance transferred under this 
section shall be charged against the entitle-
ment of the member making the transfer at 
the rate of one month for each month of 
transferred entitlement that is used. 

‘‘(2) Except as provided under subsection 
(e)(2) and subject to paragraphs (5) and (6), a 
dependent to whom entitlement is trans-
ferred under this section is entitled to edu-
cational assistance under this chapter in the 
same manner as the member from whom the 
entitlement was transferred. 

‘‘(3) The monthly rate of educational as-
sistance payable to a dependent to whom en-
titlement is transferred under this section 
shall be the monthly amount payable to the 
member making the transfer under section 
16162 or 16162a of this title, as applicable. 

‘‘(4) The death of a member transferring an 
entitlement under this section shall not af-
fect the use of the entitlement by the de-
pendent to whom the entitlement is trans-
ferred. 

‘‘(5) A child to whom entitlement is trans-
ferred under this section may not use any 
entitlement so transferred after attaining 
the age of 26 years. 

‘‘(6) The purposes for which a dependent to 
whom entitlement is transferred under this 
section may use such entitlement shall 
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include the pursuit and completion of the re-
quirements of a secondary school diploma (or 
equivalency certificate). 

‘‘(7) The administrative provisions of this 
chapter shall apply to the use of entitlement 
transferred under this section, except that 
the dependent to whom the entitlement is 
transferred shall be treated as the eligible 
member for purposes of such provisions. 

‘‘(i) OVERPAYMENT.—In the event of an 
overpayment of educational assistance with 
respect to a dependent to whom entitlement 
is transferred under this section, the depend-
ent and the member making the transfer 
shall be jointly and severally liable to the 
United States for the amount of the overpay-
ment for purposes of section 3685 of title 38. 

‘‘(j) APPROVALS OF TRANSFER SUBJECT TO 
AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATIONS.—The Sec-
retary concerned may approve transfers of 
entitlement to educational assistance under 
this section in a fiscal year only to the ex-
tent that appropriations for military per-
sonnel are available in that fiscal year for 
purposes of making deposits in the Depart-
ment of Defense Education Benefits Fund 
under section 2006 of this title in that fiscal 
year to cover the present value of future ben-
efits payable from the Fund for the Depart-
ment of Defense portion of payments of edu-
cational assistance attributable to increased 
usage of benefits as result of such transfers 
of entitlement in that fiscal year. 

‘‘(k) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of De-
fense shall, in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Veterans Affairs, prescribe regula-
tions for purposes of this section. Such regu-
lations shall specify the following: 

‘‘(1) The circumstances under which the 
Secretaries concerned may permit and ap-
prove transfers of entitlement under this 
section. 

‘‘(2) Such requirements for eligibility for 
transfer of entitlement under this section as 
the Secretary of Defense considers appro-
priate for purposes of subsection (b)(2). 

‘‘(3) The manner and effect of an election 
to modify or revoke a transfer of entitlement 
under subsection (f)(2).’’. 

(B) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 1607 of 
such title is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 16162a the following 
new item: 
‘‘16162b. Transfer of entitlement to edu-

cational assistance.’’. 

(3) FUNDING UNDER DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
EDUCATION BENEFITS FUND.—Section 
2006(b)(2)(D) of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting before the period at 
the end the following: ‘‘, including payments 
attributable to increased usage of benefits as 
a result of transfers of entitlement to edu-
cational assistance under sections 16131b and 
16162b of this title’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this subsection shall take effect on 
October 1, 2009. 
SEC. 109. USE OF EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE TO 

REPAY FEDERAL STUDENT LOANS. 
(a) USE OF EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE TO 

REPAY FEDERAL STUDENT LOANS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subchapter II of chapter 

30 of title 38, United States Code, as amended 
by section 104(a) of this Act, is further 
amended by inserting after section 3020A the 
following new section: 
‘‘§ 3020B. Use of basic educational assistance 

benefits for repayment of Federal student 
loans 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—An individual entitled 

to basic educational assistance under this 
subchapter who is serving on active duty in 
the Armed Forces may elect to apply 
amounts of basic educational assistance oth-
erwise available to the individual under this 
subchapter to repay all or a portion of the 

outstanding principal and interest on any 
Federal student loan owed by the individual 
for the individual’s pursuit of a course of 
education. 

‘‘(b) DESIGNATION OF LOANS AND AMOUNTS 
PAYABLE.—An individual electing under this 
section to apply amounts of basic edu-
cational assistance to the payment of the 
outstanding principal and interest on Fed-
eral student loans shall designate (in such 
form and manner as the Secretary shall pre-
scribe for purposes of this section) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(1) Each Federal student loan of the indi-
vidual for which payment shall be made 
under this section. 

‘‘(2) For each Federal student loan des-
ignated under paragraph (1), the monthly 
amount to be paid under this section. 

‘‘(c) LIMITATION ON AMOUNT OF PAY-
MENTS.—(1) The monthly amount payable 
with respect to an individual under this sec-
tion may not exceed the monthly rate of 
basic educational assistance to which the in-
dividual is otherwise entitled under this sub-
chapter at the time of payment of such 
monthly amount. 

‘‘(2) The aggregate amount of basic edu-
cational assistance payable with respect to 
an individual under this section for any 12- 
month period may not exceed $6,000. 

‘‘(d) FREQUENCY OF PAYMENTS.—Payment 
of amounts of principal and interest on Fed-
eral student loans of an individual under this 
section shall be made on a monthly basis. 

‘‘(e) CESSATION OF PAYMENTS.—Payments 
made under this section with respect to an 
individual shall cease if the individual ceases 
serving on active duty in the Armed Forces, 
effective as of the first month that begins 
after the date on which the individual ceases 
serving on active duty in the Armed Forces. 

‘‘(f) CHARGE AGAINST ENTITLEMENT.—The 
period of entitlement to basic educational 
assistance under this subchapter of an indi-
vidual for whom payments are made under 
this section shall be charged at the rate of 
one month for each payment or aggregate of 
payments under this section that are equiva-
lent in amount to the monthly rate of basic 
educational assistance to which the indi-
vidual is otherwise entitled under this sub-
chapter. 

‘‘(g) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe such regulations as the Secretary 
considers appropriate for purposes of the ad-
ministration of this section. 

‘‘(h) FEDERAL STUDENT LOAN DEFINED.—In 
this section, the term ‘Federal student loan’ 
means any loan made under title IV of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070 
et seq.).’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections of subchapter II of chapter 30 of 
such title, as so amended, is further amended 
by inserting after the item relating to sec-
tion 3020A the following new item: 

‘‘3020B. Use of basic educational assistance 
benefits for repayment of Federal stu-
dent loans.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Section 3020B of title 
38, United States Code, as added by sub-
section (a), shall apply with respect to edu-
cational assistance payable for months that 
begin on or after the date that is one year 
after the date of the enactment of this Act. 
SEC. 110. EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE FOR GRAD-

UATES OF THE SERVICE ACADEMIES 
AND RESERVE OFFICERS’ TRAINING 
CORPS PROGRAMS. 

(a) ACTIVE DUTY PROGRAM.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a)(1) of sec-

tion 3011 of title 38, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘or’’ 
at the end; 

(B) in subparagraph (C), by adding ‘‘or’’ at 
the end; and 

(C) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(D) after September 30, 2009— 
‘‘(i) receives or has received a commission 

as an officer in the Armed Forces— 
‘‘(I) upon graduation from the United 

States Military Academy, the United States 
Naval Academy, the United States Air Force 
Academy, or the Coast Guard Academy; or 

‘‘(II) upon completion of a Senior Reserve 
Officers’ Training Corps program under chap-
ter 103 of title 10; and 

‘‘(ii) completes at least five years of con-
tinuous active duty in the Armed Forces (ex-
cluding any period of obligated service in 
connection with receipt of a commission as 
an officer in the Armed Forces under clause 
(i) and excluding any other period of obli-
gated service in connection with education, 
training, or instruction provided or funded, 
whether in whole or in part, by the United 
States);’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Such sec-
tion is further amended— 

(A) in subsection (b), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (c)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(c)’’; 

(B) in subsection (c)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(c)’’; and 
(ii) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3); and 
(C) in subsection (e)(1), by striking ‘‘sub-

section (c)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(c)’’. 

(b) SELECTED RESERVE PROGRAM.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a)(1) of sec-

tion 3012 of such title is amended— 
(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘or’’ 

at the end; 
(B) in subparagraph (C), by adding ‘‘or’’ at 

the end; and 
(C) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph: 
‘‘(D) after September 30, 2009— 
‘‘(i) receives or has received a commission 

as an officer in the Armed Forces— 
‘‘(I) upon graduation from the United 

States Military Academy, the United States 
Naval Academy, the United States Air Force 
Academy, or the Coast Guard Academy; or 

‘‘(II) upon completion of a Senior Reserve 
Officers’ Training Corps program under chap-
ter 103 of title 10; and 

‘‘(ii) completes at least five years of con-
tinuous active duty in the Armed Forces (ex-
cluding any period of obligated service in 
connection with receipt of a commission as 
an officer in the Armed Forces under clause 
(i) and excluding any other period of obli-
gated service in connection with education, 
training, or instruction provided or funded, 
whether in whole or in part, by the United 
States);’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Such sec-
tion is further amended— 

(A) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (d)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(d)’’; 

(B) in subsection (d)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘(1)’’ after ‘‘(d)’’; and 
(ii) by striking paragraphs (2) and (3); and 
(C) in subsection (f)(1), by striking ‘‘sub-

section (d)(1)’’ and inserting ‘‘subsection 
(d)’’. 

(c) AMOUNT OF BASIC EDUCATIONAL ASSIST-
ANCE.—Section 3015(c) of such title is amend-
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘paragraph 
(2)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraphs (2) and (3)’’; 
and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

‘‘(3) Paragraph (1) of this subsection also 
applies to the following: 

‘‘(A) An individual entitled to an edu-
cational assistance allowance under section 
3011 of this title by reason of subsection 
(a)(1)(D) of such section. 
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‘‘(B) An individual entitled to an edu-

cational assistance allowance under section 
3012 of this title by reason of subsection 
(a)(1)(D) of such section.’’. 

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc-
tober 1, 2009. 
SEC. 111. OPPORTUNITY FOR CURRENT AND CER-

TAIN RETIRED VEAP-ERA PER-
SONNEL TO ENROLL IN BASIC EDU-
CATIONAL ASSISTANCE UNDER THE 
MONTGOMERY GI BILL. 

(a) OPPORTUNITY FOR CURRENT AND CERTAIN 
RETIRED VEAP-ERA PERSONNEL TO ENROLL.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 30 of title 38, 
United States Code, is amended by inserting 
after section 3018C the following new section: 
‘‘§ 3018D. Opportunity for current and certain 

retired VEAP-era personnel to enroll 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—An individual described 

in subsection (b) who makes an election de-
scribed in paragraph (5) of such subsection is 
entitled to basic educational assistance 
under this chapter, subject to the provisions 
of subsection (d). 

‘‘(b) COVERED INDIVIDUALS.—An individual 
described in this subsection is an individual 
who meets each of the following require-
ments: 

‘‘(1) The individual first became a member 
of the Armed Forces or first entered on ac-
tive duty as a member of the Armed Forces 
on or after January 1, 1977, but before July 1, 
1985. 

‘‘(2) The individual, as of the date of the in-
dividual’s election under paragraph (5)— 

‘‘(A) is serving on active duty without a 
break in service (other than as described in 
section 3202(1)(C) of this title) since the date 
the individual first became such a member 
or first entered on active duty as such a 
member; or 

‘‘(B) is retired from the Armed Forces after 
serving at least 20 years on active duty in 
the Armed Forces, which service included 
service on active duty in the Armed Forces 
on or after September 11, 2001, and elected 
not to participate in the program of edu-
cational assistance under chapter 32 of this 
title. 

‘‘(3) The individual, before applying for 
benefits under this section, has completed 
the requirements of a secondary school di-
ploma (or equivalency certificate) or has 
successfully completed the equivalent of 12 
semester hours in a program of education 
leading to a standard college degree, but has 
not completed the requirements for nor been 
awarded a bachelor’s degree. 

‘‘(4) The individual— 
‘‘(A) in the case of an individual described 

by paragraph (2)(A), is discharged with an 
honorable discharge or released with service 
characterized as honorable by the Secretary 
concerned; or 

‘‘(B) in the case of an individual described 
by paragraph (2)(B), was discharged with an 
honorable discharge or released with service 
characterized as honorable by the Secretary 
concerned. 

‘‘(5) During the one-year period beginning 
on October 1, 2009, the individual makes an 
irrevocable election to receive benefits under 
this section pursuant to procedures which 
the Secretary of each military department 
shall provide in accordance with regulations 
prescribed by the Secretary of Defense for 
the purpose of carrying out this section or 
which the Secretary of Transportation shall 
provide for such purpose with respect to the 
Coast Guard when it is not operating as a 
service in the Navy. 

‘‘(c) REDUCTION OF PAY; COLLECTION AND 
PAYMENT OF AMOUNTS.—(1) In the case of an 
individual described by subsection (b) who 
makes an election under this section to be-
come entitled to basic educational assist-
ance under this chapter— 

‘‘(A) the basic pay or retired or retainer 
pay, as applicable, of the individual shall be 
reduced (in a manner determined by the Sec-
retary concerned) until the total amount by 
which such pay is reduced is $2,700; or 

‘‘(B) to the extent that the basic pay of the 
individual is not so reduced before the indi-
vidual’s discharge or release from active 
duty as described in subsection (d)(4)(A), the 
Secretary concerned shall collect from the 
individual an amount equal to the difference 
between $2,700 and the total amount of re-
ductions with respect to the individual under 
subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(2) An individual covered by paragraph (1) 
may at any time pay the Secretary con-
cerned an amount equal to the difference be-
tween the total of the reductions otherwise 
required with respect to the individual under 
that paragraph and the total amount of the 
reductions with respect to the individual 
under that paragraph at the time of the pay-
ment. 

‘‘(3) Any amounts collected under para-
graph (1)(B) or paid under paragraph (2) shall 
be paid into the Treasury as miscellaneous 
receipts. 

‘‘(4) The total amount of reductions in pay, 
or of collections or payments, required with 
respect to an individual under paragraph (1) 
shall be achieved not later than 12 months 
after the date on which the individual makes 
an election under subsection (b)(5). 

‘‘(5) No amount of educational assistance 
allowance under this chapter shall be paid to 
an individual covered by paragraph (1) until 
the date on which the total amount of reduc-
tions in pay, or of collections or payments, 
required with respect to the individual under 
paragraph (1) is achieved. 

‘‘(d) LIMITATIONS ON BASIC EDUCATIONAL 
ASSISTANCE.—(1) The basic educational as-
sistance allowance payable under this chap-
ter to an individual entitled to such edu-
cational assistance allowance under this sec-
tion shall be payable at the monthly rate of 
basic educational assistance payable under 
section 3015(a)(1)(B) of this title. 

‘‘(2) Basic educational assistance under 
this section shall be available only for pur-
suit of a non-degree vocational training pro-
gram, an associate degree, or a bachelor’s de-
gree, but shall not be available for pursuit of 
a masters degree or other advanced college 
degree. 

‘‘(3) An individual entitled under this sec-
tion to basic educational assistance under 
this chapter is entitled to the educational 
stipend provided under section 3020A of this 
title. 

‘‘(4)(A) Entitlement under this section to 
basic educational assistance under this chap-
ter is not transferrable under the provisions 
of section 3020 of this title. 

‘‘(B) An individual entitled under this sec-
tion to basic educational assistance under 
this chapter is not eligible for the following: 

‘‘(i) The use of basic educational assistance 
benefits under this chapter for the repay-
ment of Federal student loans under section 
3020B of this title. 

‘‘(ii) Supplemental educational assistance 
authorized by subchapter III of this chapter. 

‘‘(5)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph 
(B), the provisions of section 3031 of this title 
shall apply to the use of entitlement under 
this section to basic educational assistance 
under this chapter. 

‘‘(B) In the case of an individual entitled 
under this section to basic educational as-
sistance under this chapter who is described 
by subsection (b)(2)(B), the period during 
which the individual may use such entitle-
ment expires on October 1, 2019. 

‘‘(e) OUTREACH.—The Secretary shall, in 
coordination with the Secretary of Defense, 
provide for notice of the opportunity under 
this section to elect to become entitled to 

basic educational assistance under this chap-
ter.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 30 of 
such title is amended by inserting after the 
item relating to section 3018C the following 
new item: 
‘‘3018D. Opportunity for current and certain 

retired VEAP-era personnel to 
enroll.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
3017(b)(1) of such title is amended— 

(1) in subparagraphs (A) and (C), by strik-
ing ‘‘or 3018C(e)’’ and inserting ‘‘3018C(e), or 
3018D(c)’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘or 
3018C(e) of this title’’ after ‘‘section 3018C(e), 
or 3018D(c) of this title or paid by the indi-
vidual under section 3018D(c) of this title’’. 
SEC. 112. COLLEGE PATRIOTS GRANT PROGRAM. 

(a) PROGRAM AUTHORIZED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 36 of title 38, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subchapter: 
‘‘SUBCHAPTER IV—COLLEGE PATRIOTS 

GRANTS 
‘‘§ 3699A. College Patriots Grant Program 

‘‘(a) PURPOSE.—It is the purpose of this 
section to provide, through a partnership 
with the Department and institutions of 
higher education, supplemental educational 
grants to assist in making available the ben-
efits of postsecondary education to qualified 
veterans by meeting such veterans’ unmet fi-
nancial need. 

‘‘(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM.—The 
Secretary shall carry out a supplemental 
educational grant program under which— 

‘‘(1) an institution of higher education par-
ticipating in the program voluntarily pro-
vides a covered individual enrolled in the in-
stitution with the non-Federal share of a 
percentage of the covered individual’s unmet 
financial need determined in accordance 
with subsection (e); and 

‘‘(2) the Secretary provides the Federal 
share of a percentage of the covered individ-
ual’s unmet financial need determined in ac-
cordance with subsection (e). 

‘‘(c) DESIGNATION OF PROGRAM.—The pro-
gram under this section shall be known as 
the ‘College Patriots Grant Program’. 

‘‘(d) INSTITUTIONAL ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA.— 
Assistance may be made available under this 
section only to an institution of higher edu-
cation that satisfies any criteria specified by 
the Secretary. Such criteria shall include an 
agreement or other appropriate assurance 
from the institution of higher education 
that— 

‘‘(1) the non-Federal share of a covered in-
dividual’s unmet financial need awarded 
under this section shall be provided from 
non-Federal resources, including— 

‘‘(A) institutional grants and scholarships; 
‘‘(B) tuition or fee waivers; 
‘‘(C) State scholarships; and 
‘‘(D) foundation or other charitable organi-

zation funds; and 
‘‘(2) funds made available under this sec-

tion shall be provided to a covered individual 
for whom the institution of higher education 
has made a determination that the covered 
individual has an unmet financial need, 
which determination shall be made before in-
cluding Federal student loans under title IV 
of the Higher Education Act of 1965 in the 
covered individual’s financial aid package. 

‘‘(e) FEDERAL SHARE; NON-FEDERAL 
SHARE.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall not 
approve an institution of higher education 
for participation in the College Patriots 
Grant Program unless the institution of 
higher education has provided, in the man-
ner required by the Secretary, the following: 
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‘‘(A) An agreement or other assurance that 

the institution of higher education will pro-
vide the non-Federal share in accordance 
with this subsection. 

‘‘(B) Information on the specific methods 
by which the non-Federal share shall be paid. 

‘‘(C) An acknowledgment that the non-Fed-
eral share provided under this subsection 
shall supplement and not supplant other 
Federal and non-Federal funds. 

‘‘(2) FEDERAL AND NON-FEDERAL SHARES.— 
Each institution of higher education partici-
pating in the program under this section 
shall select one of the three contribution 
percentage tiers described in paragraph (3) 
for purposes of meeting a percentage of the 
unmet financial needs of covered individuals 
enrolled in the institution. 

‘‘(3) PERCENTAGE CONTRIBUTION TIERS.— 
‘‘(A) 25 PERCENT TIER.—In the case of a cov-

ered individual enrolled in the institution 
who has an unmet financial need that is— 

‘‘(i) less than $8,000, the non-Federal share 
shall be 12.5 percent of the unmet financial 
need and the Federal share shall be 12.5 per-
cent of the unmet financial need, except that 
the Federal share shall not exceed $1,000; and 

‘‘(ii) equal to or greater than $8,000, the 
Federal share shall be $1,000 and the non- 
Federal share shall be 25 percent of the cov-
ered individual’s unmet financial need minus 
$1,000. 

‘‘(B) 50 PERCENT TIER.—In the case of a cov-
ered individual enrolled in the institution 
who has an unmet financial need that is— 

‘‘(i) less than $8,000, the non-Federal share 
shall be 25 percent of the unmet financial 
need and the Federal share shall be 25 per-
cent of the unmet financial need, except that 
the Federal share shall not exceed $2,000; and 

‘‘(ii) equal to or greater than $8,000, the 
Federal share shall be $2,000 and the non- 
Federal share shall be 50 percent of the cov-
ered individual’s unmet financial need minus 
$2,000. 

‘‘(C) 100 PERCENT TIER.—In the case of a 
covered individual enrolled in the institution 
who has an unmet financial need that is— 

‘‘(i) less than $6,000, the non-Federal share 
shall be 50 percent of the unmet financial 
need and the Federal share shall be 50 per-
cent of the unmet financial need, except that 
the Federal share shall not exceed $3,000; and 

‘‘(ii) equal to or greater than $6,000, the 
Federal share shall be $3,000 and the non- 
Federal share shall be 100 percent of the cov-
ered individual’s unmet financial need minus 
$3,000. 

‘‘(f) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary shall 
prescribe regulations necessary to imple-
ment and administer the College Patriots 
Grant Program, including regulations estab-
lishing the procedures for determining eligi-
bility for the program, applying for supple-
mental educational grants under the pro-
gram, and distributing the Federal share 
provided by the Secretary under the pro-
gram. 

‘‘(g) OUTREACH.—The Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs, in coordination with the Secretary 
of Defense and the Secretary of Education, 
shall— 

‘‘(1) make available to the public on the 
Internet website of the Department— 

‘‘(A) a current list of institutions of higher 
education participating in the College Patri-
ots Grant Program; and 

‘‘(B) information on the extent of partici-
pation of each institution of higher edu-
cation participating in the College Patriots 
Grant Program; 

‘‘(2) make available to the public on the 
Internet website of the Department informa-
tion about all Federal and State education 
benefits that members of the regular compo-
nents of the Armed Forces, members of the 
reserve components of the Armed Forces, 

veterans, and their dependents may be eligi-
ble to receive; and 

‘‘(3) make available to institutions of high-
er education information about the College 
Patriots Grant Program and take appro-
priate actions to encourage broad participa-
tion of institutions of higher education in 
the program. 

‘‘(h) AWARDS FOR INSTITUTIONAL RECOGNI-
TION.—The Secretary may establish and ad-
minister an awards program to recognize the 
extent of an institution of higher education’s 
participation in the College Patriots Grant 
Program. 

‘‘(i) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) COST OF ATTENDANCE.—The term ‘cost 

of attendance’ has the meaning given the 
term in section 472 of the Higher Education 
Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1087ll). 

‘‘(2) COVERED INDIVIDUAL.—The term ‘cov-
ered individual’ means an individual who— 

‘‘(A) is enrolled in an institution of higher 
education that is participating in the Col-
lege Patriots Grant Program; 

‘‘(B) has such amount of remaining entitle-
ment to educational assistance under chap-
ter 30 or 32 of this title, or under chapter 1606 
or 1607 of title 10, as the Secretary may re-
quire for purposes of this section; and 

‘‘(C) after receipt of any of the educational 
assistance described in subparagraph (B), has 
an unmet financial need to attend the insti-
tution of higher education for which a sup-
plemental educational grant is sought. 

‘‘(3) INSTITUTION OF HIGHER EDUCATION.— 
The term ‘institution of higher education’ 
has the meaning given the term in section 
102 of the Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 
U.S.C. 1002). 

‘‘(4) UNMET FINANCIAL NEED.—The term 
‘unmet financial need’ means, with respect 
to a covered individual, the cost of attend-
ance for the covered individual to attend an 
institution of higher education participating 
in the College Patriots Grant Program, 
minus the sum of— 

‘‘(A) grant and work assistance received by 
the covered individual under title IV of the 
Higher Education Act of 1965 (20 U.S.C. 1070 
et seq.); and 

‘‘(B) any educational assistance payments 
received by the covered individual through 
any programs administered by the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs or the Department 
of Defense.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
sections at the beginning of chapter 36 of 
such title is amended by adding at the end 
the following new items: 
‘‘SUBCHAPTER IV—COLLEGE PATRIOTS GRANTS 
‘‘3699A. College Patriots Grant Program.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect one 
year after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, and shall apply to terms, quarters, or 
semesters beginning on or after that date. 
SEC. 113. TERMINATION OF CONTRIBUTIONS BY 

MEMBERS OF THE ARMED FORCES 
FOR PARTICIPATION IN THE MONT-
GOMERY GI BILL PROGRAM. 

(a) ACTIVE DUTY PROGRAM.—Notwith-
standing subsection (b) of section 3011 of 
title 38, United States Code, no reduction in 
basic pay otherwise required by such section 
shall be made in the case of a member of the 
Armed Forces who first enters on active 
duty on or after the date of the enactment of 
this Act and elects to receive basic edu-
cational assistance under such section. 

(b) SELECTED RESERVE PROGRAM.—Not-
withstanding subsection (c) of section 3012 of 
such title, no reduction in basic pay other-
wise required by such section shall be made 
in the case of a member of the Armed Forces 
who first becomes eligible for basic edu-
cational assistance under such section on or 
after the date of the enactment of this Act 

and elects to receive basic educational as-
sistance under such section. 

SEC. 114. MODIFICATION OF SERVICE REQUIRE-
MENT FOR EDUCATIONAL ASSIST-
ANCE FOR RESERVE COMPONENT 
MEMBERS SUPPORTING CONTIN-
GENCY OPERATIONS AND OTHER 
OPERATIONS WITH EXTENDED SERV-
ICE IN THE SELECTED RESERVE. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 16162(c)(4) of title 
10, United States Code, is amended by strik-
ing subparagraphs (A) through (C) and in-
serting the following new subparagraphs: 

‘‘(A) 40 percent in the case of a member of 
a reserve component who performed active 
service for— 

‘‘(i) 90 consecutive days but less than one 
continuous year; or 

‘‘(ii) an aggregate of one year but less than 
two years, none of which was continuous 
service of one year or more; 

‘‘(B) 60 percent in the case of a member of 
a reserve component who performed active 
service for— 

‘‘(i) one continuous year but less than two 
continuous years; or 

‘‘(ii) an aggregate of two years but less 
than three years, none of which was contin-
uous service of two years or more; or 

‘‘(C) 80 percent in the case of a member of 
a reserve component who performed active 
service for— 

‘‘(i) two continuous years or more; or 
‘‘(ii) an aggregate of three years or more.’’. 
(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment 

made by subsection (a) shall take effect on 
October 1, 2008, and shall apply with respect 
to educational assistance payable for months 
beginning on or after that date. 

SEC. 115. MODIFICATION OF FORMULA FOR DE-
TERMINATION OF ANNUAL COST AD-
JUSTMENT IN RATES OF EDU-
CATIONAL ASSISTANCE. 

(a) ACTIVE DUTY PROGRAM.—Section 3015(h) 
of title 38, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘With respect to any fiscal 

year’’ and inserting ‘‘Subject to paragraphs 
(2) and (3), with respect to any fiscal year’’; 
and 

(B) by striking ‘‘the percentage by which— 
’’ and all that follows through the end of the 
paragraph and inserting ‘‘the percentage in-
crease in the average cost of tuition, fees, 
room, and board at public four-year institu-
tions of higher education (as determined by 
the Secretary in consultation with the Sec-
retary of Education and Secretary of De-
fense) over the one-year period ending on the 
June 30 preceding the beginning of the fiscal 
year for which the increase is made.’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (3); and 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing new paragraph (2): 

‘‘(2) With respect to any fiscal year, in no 
event shall the increase in rates under para-
graph (1) be less than a percentage increase 
equal to the percentage by which— 

‘‘(A) the Consumer Price Index (all items, 
United States city average) for the 12-month 
period ending on the June 30 preceding the 
beginning of the fiscal year for which the in-
crease is made, exceeds 

‘‘(B) such Consumer Price Index for the 12- 
month period preceding that 12-month pe-
riod.’’. 

(b) SELECTED RESERVE PROGRAM.—Section 
16131(b)(2) of title 10, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘With respect to any fiscal 
year’’ and inserting ‘‘(A) Subject to subpara-
graph (B), with respect to any fiscal year’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘the percentage by which— 
’’ and all that follows and inserting ‘‘the per-
centage increase in the average cost of tui-
tion, fees, room, and board at public four- 
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year institutions of higher education (as de-
termined by the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs in consultation with the Secretary of 
Education and Secretary of Defense) over the 
one-year period ending on the June 30 pre-
ceding the beginning of the fiscal year for 
which the increase is made.’’; and 

(3) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(B) With respect to any fiscal year, in no 
event shall the increase in rates under sub-
paragraph (A) be less than a percentage in-
crease equal to the percentage by which— 

‘‘(i) the Consumer Price Index (all items, 
United States city average) for the 12-month 
period ending on the June 30 preceding the 
beginning of the fiscal year for which the in-
crease is made, exceeds 

‘‘(ii) such Consumer Price Index for the 12- 
month period preceding that 12-month pe-
riod.’’. 

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this section shall take effect on Oc-
tober 2, 2009, and shall apply with respect to 
fiscal years that begin on or after that date. 

SA 4765. Mr. ALLARD submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 980, to provide col-
lective bargaining rights for public 
safety officers employed by States or 
their political subdivisions; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. PROTECTING GOOD SAMARITANS. 

Any person, who in good faith gratuitously 
provides emergency care at the scene of an 
accident or emergency to the victim thereof, 
shall not be liable for any civil damages for 
any personal injury as a result of any act or 
omission by such person in rendering the 
emergency care or as a result of any act or 
failure to act to provide or arrange for fur-
ther medical treatment or care for the in-
jured person, except acts or omissions 
amounting to gross negligence or willful or 
wanton misconduct. 

SA 4766. Mr. ENZI submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 980, to provide col-
lective bargaining rights for public 
safety officers employed by States or 
their political subdivisions; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of section 4(b), insert the fol-
lowing: 

(6) Providing employers with the right to 
require random drug testing of its employ-
ees. 

SA 4767. Mr. ENZI submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 980, to provide col-
lective bargaining rights for public 
safety officers employed by States or 
their political subdivisions; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

In section 8(b) before paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing and redesignate accordingly: 

(1) HARMONIZING WITH FEDERAL LAW.— 
(A) EXEMPTION.—Notwithstanding any 

other provision of this Act, a governor or the 
legislative body of a State, or a mayor or 
other chief executive officer or authority or 
the legislative body of a political subdivi-
sion, may exempt from the requirements es-
tablished under this Act or otherwise any 
group of public safety officers whose job 
function is similar to the job function per-
formed by any group of Federal employees 
that is excluded from collective bargaining 
under Federal law or an Executive order. 

(B) TREATMENT OF CERTAIN EMPLOYEES.— 
Notwithstanding any provision of State law, 
supervisory, managerial, and confidential 
employees employed by public safety em-
ployers shall be treated in the same manner 
for purposes of collective-bargaining as indi-
viduals employed in the same capacity by 
any employer covered under the provisions 
of the National Labor Relations Act (29 
U.S.C. 151 et seq.). 

(C) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Notwith-
standing any provision of this Act, nothing 
in this Act shall be construed to require 
mandatory bargaining except to the extent, 
and with regard to the subjects, that manda-
tory bargaining is required between the Fed-
eral Government and any of its public safety 
employees. 

SA 4768. Mr. ENZI submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 980, to provide col-
lective bargaining rights for public 
safety officers employed by States or 
their political subdivisions; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of section 2, add the following: 
(5) Because of the critical role of public 

safety officers in law enforcement, and the 
high public regard for such employees, such 
employees should only be represented by or-
ganizations that demonstrate a similar re-
gard for the law and inspire the same level of 
public trust and confidence. 
SEC. 2A. PUBLIC SAFETY PROTECTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—A State law described in 
section 4(a) shall— 

(1) provide that no labor organization may 
serve, or continue to serve, as the represent-
ative of any unit of public safety officers if— 

(A) any of the labor organization’s officers 
or agents are convicted of— 

(i) a felony; or 
(ii) a misdemeanor related to the organiza-

tion’s representational responsibilities; or 
(B) the organization, or the organization’s 

officers, agents, or employees, encourage, 
participate, or fail to take all steps nec-
essary to prevent any unlawful work stop-
page or disruption by any public safety offi-
cers represented by such labor organization; 
and 

(2)(A) provide any political subdivision or 
individual with the right to bring a civil ac-
tion in Federal court against any public safe-
ty officer that engages in a strike, slowdown, 
or other employment action that is unlawful 
under Federal or State law or contrary to 
the provisions of a collective bargaining 
agreement or a contract or memorandum of 
understanding described in section 4(b)(2); 
and 

(B) provide that, in any civil action de-
scribed in subparagraph (A), a public safety 
employer may receive damages relating to 
the strike, slowdown, or other employment 
action described in subparagraph (A), and 
that joint and several liability shall apply. 

(b) INTERACTION WITH OTHER LAWS.—Not-
withstanding the Act entitled ‘‘An Act to 
amend the Judicial Code and to define and 
limit the jurisdiction of courts sitting in eq-
uity, and for other purposes’’, approved 
March 23, 1932 (commonly known as the 
‘‘Norris-LaGuardia Act’’), or any other pro-
vision of law, no Federal law that restricts 
the issuance of injunctions or restraining or-
ders in labor disputes shall apply to labor 
disputes involving public safety officers cov-
ered under this Act. 

(c) APPLICATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the provisions of this 
section shall apply to all States. 

SA 4769. Mr. ENZI submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 

him to the bill H.R. 980, to provide col-
lective bargaining rights for public 
safety officers employed by States or 
their political subdivisions; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

Strike section 6 and insert the following: 
SEC. 6. STRIKES AND LOCKOUTS PROHIBITED. 

Notwithstanding any rights or responsibil-
ities provided under State law or pursuant to 
any regulations issued under section 5, a 
labor organization may not call, encourage, 
condone, or fail to take all actions necessary 
to prevent or end, and a public safety em-
ployee may not engage in or otherwise sup-
port, any strike (including sympathy 
strikes), work slowdown, sick out, or any 
other job action or concerted, full or partial 
refusal to work against any public sector 
employer. A public safety employer may not 
engage in a lockout of public safety officers. 

SA 4770. Mr. ENZI submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill H.R. 980, to provide col-
lective bargaining rights for public 
safety officers employed by States or 
their political subdivisions; which was 
ordered to lie on the table; as follows: 

At the end of section 2, add the following: 
(l) Police, firefighters, and other first re-

sponders are responsible for the protection of 
life and property and the maintenance of 
civil order, all of which may be threatened in 
a labor dispute. Public safety officers cov-
ered by this Act should not be subject to any 
conflict of interest, and the public should be 
confident that such officers’ duties will not 
be subject to any such conflict. 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. PUBLIC SAFETY PROTECTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—A State law described in 
section 4(a) shall provide that no labor orga-
nization may serve as bargaining representa-
tive for any public safety officers if the labor 
organization admits to membership, or is af-
filiated directly or indirectly with an organi-
zation that admits to membership, any em-
ployee other than a public safety officer. 

(b) INTERACTION WITH OTHER LAWS.—Not-
withstanding the Act entitled ‘‘An Act to 
amend the Judicial Code and to define and 
limit the jurisdiction of courts sitting in eq-
uity, and for other purposes’’, approved 
March 23, 1932 (commonly known as the 
‘‘Norris-LaGuardia Act’’), or any other pro-
vision of law, no Federal law that restricts 
the issuance of injunctions or restraining or-
ders in labor disputes shall apply to labor 
disputes involving public safety officers cov-
ered under this Act. 

(c) APPLICATION.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, the provisions of this 
section shall apply to all States. 

SA 4771. Mrs. HUTCHISON submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 4751 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. GREGG (for himself and 
Mr. KENNEDY)) to the bill H.R. 980, to 
provide collective bargaining rights for 
public safety officers employed by 
States or their political subdivisions; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place in the amend-
ment, insert the following: 
SEC. ll. PRESERVATION OF STATE LAWS. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of 
this Act, nothing in this Act shall be con-
strued to preempt a State law that provides 
collective bargaining rights of the type pro-
vided for under this Act to public safety offi-
cers in political subdivisions of the State, or 
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that provides such political subdivisions 
with the right to adopt such collective bar-
gaining rights, through a vote of the resi-
dents of such political subdivisions in a spe-
cial referendum election relating to such 
rights. 

SA 4772. Mrs. HUTCHISON submitted 
an amendment intended to be proposed 
to amendment SA 4751 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. GREGG (for himself and 
Mr. KENNEDY)) to the bill H.R. 980, to 
provide collective bargaining rights for 
public safety officers employed by 
States or their political subdivisions; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. NO PREEMPTION OF STATE LAW. 

Notwithstanding section 8(a), and any 
other provision of this Act, nothing in this 
Act shall be construed to preempt any provi-
sion of State law (whether enacted prior to 
or after the date of enactment of this Act) 
with respect to the collective bargaining 
rights of public safety employees. 

SA 4773. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4751 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. GREGG (for himself and 
Mr. KENNEDY)) to the bill H.R. 980, to 
provide collective bargaining rights for 
public safety officers employed by 
States or their political subdivisions; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 13 of the amendment, between 
lines 14 and 15, insert the following: 

(c) REMEDIES.—If a public safety officer or 
labor organization violates the prohibition of 
subsection (a), the Authority, employer, or 
any other person may file a petition in any 
United States District Court in the district 
in which the violation occurred or in the 
United States District Court for the District 
of Columbia seeking— 

(1) injunctive relief; and 
(2) a fine on the labor organization for each 

day of the violation in an amount equal to 1/ 
26 of the total of the labor organization’s an-
nual membership dues, but not less than 
$2,500 nor more than $20,000 per day. 

(d) JURISDICTION.—The Courts of the 
United States shall have jurisdiction to hear 
any cause of action under this section. 

SA 4774. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4751 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. GREGG (for himself and 
Mr. KENNEDY)) to the bill H.R. 980, to 
provide collective bargaining rights for 
public safety officers employed by 
States or their political subdivisions; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 10 of the amendment, between 
lines 12 and 13, insert the following: 

(d) RIGHTS AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF LABOR 
ORGANIZATIONS.— 

(1) LABOR ORGANIZATIONS.—The require-
ments of titles I, II, III, IV, V, and VI of the 
Labor-Management Reporting and Disclo-
sure Act of 1959 (29 U.S.C. 411 et seq.) shall 
apply to a labor organization in which public 
safety officers are members to the same ex-
tent as such Act applies to a labor organiza-
tion (as such term is defined in such Act) 
under such titles. 

(2) PUBLIC SAFETY OFFICERS.—The require-
ments of titles I, II, III, IV, V, and VI of the 

Labor-Management Reporting and Disclo-
sure Act of 1959 (29 U.S.C. 411 et seq.) shall 
apply to a public safety officer to same ex-
tent as such Act applies to an employee (as 
such term is defined in such Act) under such 
titles. 

SA 4775. Mr. CORNYN submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4751 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. GREGG (for himself and 
Mr. KENNEDY)) to the bill H.R. 980, to 
provide collective bargaining rights for 
public safety officers employed by 
States or their political subdivisions; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

On page 9 of the amendment, line 15, add 
after the period the following: ‘‘State law 
may make the recognition of the employees’ 
labor organization by any political subdivi-
sion of the State contingent upon the results 
of an election by that political subdivision.’’. 

SA 4776. Mr. BOXER submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed to 
amendment SA 4751 proposed by Mr. 
REID (for Mr. GREGG (for himself and 
Mr. KENNEDY)) to the bill H.R. 980, to 
provide collective bargaining rights for 
public safety officers employed by 
States or their political subdivisions; 
which was ordered to lie on the table; 
as follows: 

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing: 
SEC. ll. MONITORING AND TREATMENT OF 

FIRST RESPONDERS IN DISASTER 
AREAS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Any first responder who 
suffers health-related conditions or injuries 
as a result of responding to emergencies in 
any area which is declared a disaster area by 
the Federal Government and who does not 
have health insurance coverage shall be enti-
tled to follow-up long-term health moni-
toring and treatment provided through the 
United States Fire Administration and the 
Department of Health and Human Services. 

(b) HEALTH MONITORING.—The long-term 
health monitoring referred to in subsection 
(a) shall include— 

(1) pulmonary illness, neurological dam-
age, and cardiovascular damage; and 

(2) exposure documentation. 
(c) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of Health 

and Human Services shall promulgate regu-
lations to implement this section. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated to the 
United States Fire Administration to carry 
out this section, such sums as may be nec-
essary for each of fiscal years 2009 through 
2011. 

f 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, SCIENCE, AND 
TRANSPORTATION 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transpor-
tation be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, May 14, 2008, at 10 am., in room 253 
of the Russell Senate Office Building. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 

Foreign Relations be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, May 14, 2008, at 9:30 a.m. 
to hold a hearing on responding to the 
global food crisis. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Foreign Relations be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, May 14, 2008, at 2:30 p.m. 
to hold a working coffee with Dr. Surin 
Pitsuwan, Secretary-General of the As-
sociation of Southeast Asian Nations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HEALTH, EDUCATION, LABOR, 
AND PENSIONS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Health, Education, Labor, and Pen-
sions be authorized to meet during the 
session of the Senate to conduct a 
hearing entitled ‘‘Addressing the Chal-
lenge of Children with Food Allergies’’ 
on Wednesday, May 14, 2008. The hear-
ing will commence at 2:30 p.m. in room 
430 of the Dirksen Senate Office Build-
ing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY AND 
GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs be authorized to meet during 
the session of the Senate on Wednes-
day, May 14, 2008, at 10 a.m. to consider 
the nomination of the Honorable Paul 
A. Schneider to be Deputy Secretary, 
U.S. Department of Homeland Secu-
rity. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON FEDERAL FINANCIAL MAN-

AGEMENT, GOVERNMENT INFORMATION, FED-
ERAL SERVICES, AND INTERNATIONAL SECU-
RITY 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental 
Affairs’ Subcommittee on Federal Fi-
nancial Management, Government In-
formation, Federal Services, and Inter-
national Security be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Wednesday, May 14, 2008, at 3 p.m. 
to conduct a hearing entitled, ‘‘Ar-
chives Oversight: Protecting Our Na-
tion’s History for Future Generations.’’ 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE ON AGING 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the Special Com-
mittee on Aging be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Wednesday, May 14, 2008, from 10:30 
a.m.–12:30 p.m. in SD–106 for the pur-
pose of conducting a hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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PRIVILEGES OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Madam President, 
I ask unanimous consent that Ward 
Black, Patty Lawrence, and Alan Mac-
key from my staff be given floor privi-
leges for the duration of the debate on 
the farm bill conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I am 
going to do some wrap-up and then 
yield the floor. It will only take me a 
couple of minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Iowa is recognized. 

f 

EXTENSION OF FARM SECURITY 
AND RURAL INVESTMENT ACT 
OF 2002 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of H.R. 
6051, which was received from the 
House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 6051) to provide for a tem-

porary extension of programs authorized by 
the Farm Security and Rural Investment 
Act of 2002 beyond May 16, 2008. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the bill be 
read three times and passed and the 
motion to reconsider be laid upon the 
table with no intervening action or de-
bate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (H.R. 6051) was read the third 
time and passed. 

f 

SUSPENDING THE ACQUISITION OF 
PETROLEUM FOR THE STRA-
TEGIC PETROLEUM RESERVE 
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of H.R. 6022, which was received 
from the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the bill by title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A bill (H.R. 6022) to suspend the acquisition 

of petroleum for the Strategic Petroleum 
Reserve, and for other purposes. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill. 

Mr. HARKIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the bill be read a third time 
and passed, the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, and any state-
ments relating to the bill be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill (H.R. 6022) was read the third 
time and passed. 

f 

DESIGNATING MAY 15, 2008, AS 
MILITARY KIDS DAY 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senate now 

proceed to the immediate consider-
ation of S. Res. 565, which was sub-
mitted earlier today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A resolution (S. Res. 565) designating May 

15, 2008, as Military Kids Day. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. HARKIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the resolution be agreed to, 
the preamble be agreed to, and the mo-
tions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 565) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 
S. RES. 565 

Whereas the members of the Armed Forces 
of the United States are the greatest sol-
diers, sailors, airmen, and Marines in the 
world; 

Whereas as individuals and as a group, the 
members Armed Forces of the United States 
daily place their lives on the line for the 
United States, both here or abroad; 

Whereas the children of these patriots, 
even the youngest of them, recognize the in-
credible service their parents provide, and 
daily face the challenges of military life, 
with frequent moves, separation from their 
loved ones, and uncertainty about the fu-
ture; 

Whereas the voices of these children are 
seldom heard and their own particular sac-
rifices seldom acknowledged; 

Whereas the children of the members of 
the Armed Forces of the United States have 
an important creative outlet through the 
Annual Essay and Art Contest of the Armed 
Services YMCA; 

Whereas the compelling essays and art-
work by military children will be published 
in My Hero: Military Kids Write about their 
Moms and Dads; and 

Whereas the strength of character, humor 
and honesty offered by these children are a 
hallmark for all of us to follow as we face 
the challenges of everyday life: Now, there-
fore, be it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) recognizes the significance of the sac-

rifices made every day by the thousands of 
families across the country and the world in 
support of the members of the Armed Forces 
of the United States; 

(2) expresses gratitude for their fortitude, 
their strength, their compassion, and their 
expertise; 

(3) supports the efforts of the Armed Serv-
ices YMCA and the many other organiza-
tions that work to assist the military fami-
lies of the United States; 

(4) designates May 15, 2008, as ‘‘Military 
Kids Day’’ in the United States and at mili-
tary installations throughout the world. 

f 

NATIONAL APHASIA AWARENESS 
MONTH 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the Senate proceed 
to the immediate consideration of S. 
Res. 566, submitted earlier today by 
Senator JOHNSON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the resolution by 
title. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 566) designating June 
2008 as ‘‘National Aphasia Awareness Month’’ 
and supporting efforts to increase awareness 
of aphasia. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the resolution. 

Mr. HARKIN. I ask unanimous con-
sent the resolution be agreed to, the 
preamble be agreed to, the motions to 
reconsider be laid upon the table, with 
no intervening action or debate, and 
any statements be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The resolution (S. Res. 566) was 
agreed to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, 

reads as follows: 

S. RES. 566 

Whereas aphasia is a communication im-
pairment caused by brain damage, typically 
resulting from a stroke; 

Whereas, while aphasia is most often the 
result of stroke or brain injury, it can also 
occur with other neurological disorders, such 
as in the case of a brain tumor; 

Whereas many people with aphasia also 
have weakness or paralysis in their right leg 
and right arm, usually due to damage to the 
left hemisphere of the brain, which controls 
language and movement on the right side of 
the body; 

Whereas the effects of aphasia may include 
a loss or reduction in ability to speak, com-
prehend, read, and write, while intelligence 
remains intact; 

Whereas stroke is the 3rd leading cause of 
death in the United States, ranking behind 
heart disease and cancer; 

Whereas stroke is a leading cause of seri-
ous, long-term disability in the United 
States; 

Whereas there are about 5,000,000 stroke 
survivors in the United States; 

Whereas it is estimated that there are 
about 750,000 strokes per year in the United 
States, with approximately 1⁄3 of these re-
sulting in aphasia; 

Whereas aphasia affects at least 1,000,000 
people in the United States; 

Whereas more than 200,000 Americans ac-
quire the disorder each year; 

Whereas the National Aphasia Association 
is unique and provides communication strat-
egies, support, and education for people with 
aphasia and their caregivers throughout the 
United States; and 

Whereas as an advocacy organization for 
people with aphasia and their caregivers, the 
National Aphasia Association envisions a 
world that recognizes this ‘‘silent’’ disability 
and provides opportunity and fulfillment for 
those affected by aphasia: Now, therefore, be 
it 

Resolved, That the Senate— 
(1) supports the goals and ideals of, and en-

courages all Americans to observe, National 
Aphasia Awareness Month in June 2008; 

(2) recognizes that strokes, a primary 
cause of aphasia, are the third largest cause 
of death and disability in the United States; 

(3) acknowledges that aphasia deserves 
more attention and study in order to find 
new solutions for serving individuals experi-
encing aphasia and their caregivers; and 

(4) must make the voices of those with 
aphasia heard because they are often unable 
to communicate their condition to others. 
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FOOD, CONSERVATION, AND 

ENERGY ACT OF 2008—Resumed 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan. 

Ms. STABENOW. It is my great 
pleasure to join my colleagues today to 
speak about a wonderful bipartisan ef-
fort that took a lot of time and effort, 
a lot of energy, but we all come to the 
floor tonight to celebrate a very impor-
tant food policy, conservation policy, 
energy policy to the country. And cer-
tainly there are many people to thank. 

It is wonderful to see a member of 
the Agriculture Committee as Pre-
siding Officer this evening. Mr. Presi-
dent, we thank you for your efforts. 

I certainly have to thank our chair-
man. We would not be here without our 
chairman and his passion and his pa-
tience in working through what has 
been an extremely challenging effort 
but one that—pardon the pun—has 
borne fruit and vegetables. So we are 
very pleased. It was great. 

I know Senator CHAMBLISS is not 
here, but what a wonderful partner in 
all of this as well. I know he is some-
where in the building. 

I wish to say to Senator CRAPO before 
he leaves that it has been wonderful to 
work with him on issues related to spe-
cialty crops and conservation, and also 
his wonderful leadership on the endan-
gered species legislation. 

There were 250 different organiza-
tions, from environmental organiza-
tions to businesses, that all came to-
gether. That alone is a feat. So I con-
gratulate the Senator. 

Standing next to Senator CRAPO, of 
course, is Senator ROBERTS, who comes 
with such passion and experience him-
self, having led farm bills. Despite his 
razzing me about cherries all of the 
time, and asparagus, we are going to 
get you healthy by giving you a lot 
more fruits and vegetables as a result 
of this wonderful bill. 

So there are a lot of people to 
thank—Senators BAUCUS and GRASSLEY 
for their efforts on the Finance Com-
mittee, leading us. I am proud to serve 
on both committees, as is the distin-
guished Presiding Officer, who has been 
in a spot on both Finance and Agri-
culture to help bring this all together. 

Also, we would not be here without 
Senator CONRAD and the incredible 
knowledge he and his staff have in 
crunching the numbers and being able 
to bring us to this point in so many 
ways. So thank you to him as well and, 
of course, our House colleagues, Chair-
man PETERSON and Ranking Member 
GOODLATTE and Chairman RANGEL. 

I also wish to say a special thank-you 
to a gentleman I have come to call a 
friend, Congressman CARDOZA, who was 
my partner on the issue of specialty 
crops in the House. I very much appre-
ciate all of his efforts as well. 

Of course, I have to say thank you to 
Senator REID. We would not be here if 
our leader had not focused on this and 
provided the kind of leadership at the 
right times to be able to bring people 
together and to once again provide us 

time on the floor, when time is a pre-
cious commodity here as there is so 
much to be done. So I wish to thank 
Senator REID for always getting the 
priorities right in terms of what is in 
front of us. 

Then I finally, on a personal note, 
wish to thank two terrific, hard-work-
ing members of my staff: Chris Adamo, 
who has worked every part of this bill 
for months and months, and Oliver 
Kim, who did such terrific work on the 
nutrition title for me. So I wish to 
thank both of them. 

This was not, as I said before, an easy 
negotiation. But we are very proud. I 
am very proud—I know we all are—of 
the end result. We have created new op-
portunities for food and nutrition, sig-
nificant new opportunities. We have 
new investments in renewable ener-
gies—certainly important to jobs in 
the great State of Michigan and around 
the country as well as creating energy 
independence. We strengthened our re-
search efforts. 

I am proud to have led an effort that 
began with our research institutions, 
our land grant colleges proposing 
something called CREATE–21. We used 
that structure to be able to put in 
place a research structure to be able to 
focus more on the competitive research 
and other important changes in this 
bill as well. 

We also put in permanent disaster as-
sistance. Due to some weather very re-
cently in Michigan, unfortunately, we 
may be finding ourselves needing some 
of the disaster assistance for some of 
our specialty crops. I am hopeful we 
will not but, weather being what it is, 
having a permanent disaster assistance 
program is very important. I think it is 
important to have it paid for and have 
it part of our policy. So I am pleased 
we have that as well. 

There is also an incredible conserva-
tion title that is in this bill, as well as 
rural development and, of course, our 
support for our Nation’s farmers, while 
at the same time we achieve signifi-
cant reforms. 

When you put it all together, it is an 
incredible picture of many pieces com-
ing together to create the right kind of 
values and priorities and the right kind 
of policy. I hope we will pass this con-
ference report as we passed the original 
Senate farm bill and as the House has 
passed the conference report with an 
overwhelming majority. We will then 
send a very strong message to the 
White House that we have incredibly 
strong bipartisan support, and we are 
hopeful, in fact, that we will see the 
same support in the end from the 
White House. Even though we have cer-
tainly received comments to the con-
trary, we hope we will send a very 
strong message and that they will 
come together and join with us and the 
overwhelming number of Members who 
have worked so hard and supported this 
policy. 

We have agreed on a monetary frame-
work that has been talked about before 
that is $10 billion above the baseline, 

above the last farm bill. We actually 
started with fewer dollars, $58 billion 
less than last time because of com-
modity prices and so on. So there has 
been a lot of work on the financial side 
to have a way for us to be able to cre-
ate some new investments. And it is 
significant that those investments 
were done not by raising revenue or 
raising taxes but by making reforms, 
by making changes within farm policy. 
That is very significant. 

I think it is also a credit to everyone 
involved that the $10 billion in new 
spending all goes to food and nutrition 
programs—all of it; in fact, a little bit 
more than that, $10.35 billion. That is 
extremely significant in terms of 
where our values and priorities are. 

It is important as well to indicate, as 
colleagues have, that 73 percent of the 
farm bill goes to food and nutrition 
programs for America’s families, pri-
marily through the Food Stamp Pro-
gram but through other critical pro-
grams as well. 

I can tell you, coming from Michi-
gan, where we have been hard hit as it 
relates to the economy and what has 
happened in the global economy to 
manufacturing and so on, we have a lot 
of folks who never thought they would 
need help, a lot of folks who have 
worked hard their whole lives and have 
lost their jobs and now find themselves 
in a situation that, in order to feed 
their families, they need some help. 
They paid taxes their whole lives, and 
now they are in a situation where they 
need to have some assistance. In fact, 
we have one out of eight people—one 
out of eight—in Michigan today who is 
eligible for food stamps because of the 
recession and the economy. I am proud 
we have recognized the fact that we 
need to make sure in America that 
food assistance is available at times of 
hardship when families need it. 

We have also talked about other pro-
grams. In the nutrition title, the 
school snack program is also critical in 
terms of supporting our fruit and vege-
tables growers. We are talking about 
expanding a program so that children 
in schools all across Michigan and all 
across the country will have the abil-
ity, rather than going to the vending 
machines, to be able to have a fresh 
apple, fresh blueberries, fresh straw-
berries, plums, asparagus, celery, be 
able to eat fresh fruits and vegetables, 
which we know is so important for 
their own health and growth as well as 
a way to support our growers. With 
this program, 81,000 Michigan students 
will be able to receive fresh fruits and 
vegetables as a result of the policies we 
have set up. 

There are also emergency food pro-
grams, community food banks, seniors’ 
farmers markets to be able to allow 
senior citizens to have coupons to buy 
fresh fruit and vegetables. This is very 
significant. 

I wish to also mention and say a spe-
cial personal thank-you to a member of 
my family who has advocated so 
strongly for these food programs, my 
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daughter Michelle, who works for the 
Capital Area Community Services of-
fice in Lansing, MI. She works with 
low-income families and seniors every 
day. On more than one occasion, I have 
been e-mailed while we were working 
on the farm bill, with my daughter ex-
pressing great concern about the small 
number of items available for senior 
citizens when they come in once a 
month for food. She is giving me lists 
of two potatoes, dried milk, rice, small 
little lists, and then she says, ‘‘Mom, 
these are seniors. Can’t we do better 
than this?’’ Well, I am proud to say 
that with what we are doing here now, 
we are going to be able to do better 
than that. I think personally there is 
something wrong when we have these 
senior programs and they can’t get 
fresh milk or bread, which is not part 
of those programs. So I wish to thank 
Michelle for pushing and pushing me to 
remember what it is like for people 
who are having to live under the fund-
ing and the policies we put forward. 

There are many titles of the farm 
bill. Every title is significant. Every 
title affects Michigan. I come from a 
State that everybody thinks of as auto-
mobiles. And we are proud of our auto 
heritage, our manufacturing heritage, 
but our No. 2 industry is agriculture. 
We have more diversity of crops than 
any other State but California, and we 
are very proud of that as well. And 
while our specialty crops—our fruit 
and vegetable growers—are over half of 
what we grow, we also have corn and 
soybeans and sugar beets and livestock 
and milk as major components of 
Michigan agriculture. 

I am proud to have helped author 
this bill, which maintains a strong 
safety net and improves policies for all 
of our farmers and our ranchers. Michi-
gan is rural in many ways. Around 
Michigan, up north, the Upper Penin-
sula, all of Michigan, we benefit great-
ly by the rural development title. I do 
not think there is a community in 
Michigan that has not, in some way, 
benefited by the rural development 
title. 

I am very excited about the energy 
title and what we have been able to do. 
The energy title really is not only 
about supporting growers but about 
creating economic opportunities, jobs, 
and also addressing the issue of gas 
prices and dependence on foreign oil. 
With billions of dollars in new money 
for both titles, I know we can help 
grow jobs as well as grow sources of en-
ergy—both incredibly important. 

One of the most significant energy 
policies is the new cellulosic ethanol 
tax credits. I know that our Presiding 
Officer has been a very strong pro-
ponent of this as well. This tax incen-
tive will build upon corn ethanol, with 
new cellulosic-based fuels that can be 
made with a variety of organic sources 
such as wood, with the great woods of 
the Upper Peninsula in Michigan, to 
switchgrass or agricultural waste. 
These new sources of ethanol will also 
alleviate the burden on corn and food 
prices, as we know. 

Furthermore, in Michigan, this new 
tax credit will provide certainty and an 
incentive for investors like Mascoma, 
which is a partner with General Motors 
on a cellulosic ethanol project; New 
Page, which is in the Upper Peninsula 
and is partnering now to create com-
mercially produced cellulosic ethanol 
and, again, jobs in Michigan. 

The farm bill also has one of our Fed-
eral Government’s strongest environ-
mental investments, something that I 
know, among many passions, has been 
the passion of our chairman, and we 
would not have the conservation title 
we have if it were not for our chair-
man. 

This is significant for natural re-
sources across the Nation, but in 
Michigan it is really crucial, not only 
to our farmers who use the conserva-
tion title, but we have any number of 
ways, whether it is preserving wetlands 
or whether it is focusing on water qual-
ity or wildlife in the Great Lakes. This 
is extremely important to us, pro-
tecting land and open spaces. Overall, 
the $4 billion in new spending for con-
servation is vital for us in wetlands, 
grasslands, forests, and maintaining 
some of our best stewards of the land, 
our farmers and our ranchers. 

I am extremely pleased to have in-
cluded language that makes it clear 
that we can use dollars from the con-
servation title to focus on soil erosion, 
runoff, and other issues that address 
the challenges of our Great Lakes, a 
very important national resource. 

Of course I am especially proud of the 
new farm bill specialty crop title. I 
think my colleagues have gotten tired 
of me talking about specialty crops, 
but I am very grateful for the fact that 
half of the growers in the country, half 
of our cash receipts in the country 
come from what are called specialty 
crops, fruits and vegetable growers, 
other specialty items, and they have 
not had a place in other farm bills in 
our history. So I thank the chairman 
again for working with me to create 
the specialty crop title. These are 
growers who have not asked for direct 
payments, but they do ask that we rec-
ognize and support them to be success-
ful in a number of areas. 

They have unique and significant 
challenges with pests and disease, with 
trade barriers, with marketing, dis-
aster relief, the need for research. We 
know there are important things we 
can do to support fruit and vegetable 
growers. We have all together, count-
ing disaster assistance, a little over $3 
billion that will go toward the area of 
specialty crops. I have to say that 
when we started this process, we put 
together a bipartisan letter with 36 
Members of the Senate asking, in fact, 
that we invest $3.3 billion in specialty 
crops. We pretty much hit that number 
at the end of the process. I am very 
grateful to all colleagues who joined 
together in that effort. 

These new funds will help the Nation 
and Michigan. For example, Michigan 
orchards will benefit from competitive 

research grants that will provide much 
needed support for efforts to research 
alternative pesticides and solutions for 
new diseases. This is incredibly impor-
tant because the FDA zero tolerance 
policy for insect and larva in fruit is 
something our growers have to address. 
Alternative pesticides have to be found 
by 2012 to allow cherries and apples to 
continue to be marketed in the United 
States. This is a very real challenge, 
and this bill will help them address 
that. The cherry industry has invested 
millions of its own dollars in 
partnering with my alma mater, Michi-
gan State University. This partnership 
will be in a very competitive position 
to tap into these new dollars for spe-
cialty crop research. 

USDA’s ability to aid growers in 
times of surplus has been strengthened 
significantly by this title. The addition 
of value-added products to section 32, 
our commodity purchase program, will 
be of great help to Michigan growers. 
Our cherry growers, for example, in 
fact had a surplus year and a promised 
$8.1 million purchase is coming soon. It 
is helpful to know in the future this 
program will be stronger and even bet-
ter. 

Finally, let me stress the fruit and 
vegetable snack program. Michigan’s 
dried cherries are the single most pop-
ular dried fruit served in the program, 
according to the USDA’s own 2004 eval-
uation. This new market expanding the 
fresh fruits and vegetables program is 
something they are very excited about. 
There is no question this will focus on 
and contribute to the health and wel-
fare of our children. There is much in 
this specialty crop package for both 
growers and consumers. I am grateful 
for colleagues supporting this effort. 

Again, this is a bill that has reforms. 
It speaks to the future. I would say 
when we look at not only the safety 
net that is important for our growers, 
our ranchers, but when we look at new 
energy opportunities, food and nutri-
tion support for our families, particu-
larly now in challenging times, a major 
effort in conservation to protect our 
land and water, and to provide the abil-
ity to protect forests and lands for the 
future, rural development research, on 
and on, this is a bill that touches every 
family, not only those in rural Amer-
ica. 

We specifically included some items 
such as community gardens to help 
those in cities who live in areas that 
unfortunately have been now dubbed 
food deserts, where the local store 
doesn’t have fresh fruits and vegeta-
bles. It is not something they are able 
to get. But being able to support com-
munity groups to have community gar-
dens so, again, fresh fruits and vegeta-
bles are available, is something that is 
part of this bill. 

In every way, this is a bill deserving 
of a strong bipartisan vote. It is an ex-
ample of a complicated process that 
people came together to work very 
hard on. I am very proud of Senate col-
leagues. We stuck together. We pushed 
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very hard for what we believed was the 
right set of values and priorities. We 
were able to achieve it. I encourage and 
urge colleagues tomorrow to join with 
us in support of this very important 
bill. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas. 
Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, the 

hour is late. Obviously, the galleries 
are very nervous and full of people who 
wish to go home. The aggie press cov-
ering this momentous event is tired, 
writing furiously, as I was. And the 
chairman of the committee, we are try-
ing his patience as he has been sitting 
here all these hours listening to mem-
bers of his committee discuss the farm 
bill. I thank the chairman for his per-
severance. I thank the distinguished 
ranking member, Senator CHAMBLISS, 
who, I understand, like Elvis, has left 
the building, but his presence is still 
here. So I shall try to be brief. 

I rise today to speak on the farm bill 
conference agreement and, most impor-
tantly, to stand up and support produc-
tion agriculture. I want to associate 
myself with the remarks of the Senator 
from Arkansas who gave a very good 
speech on the value of production agri-
culture. Apparently our Nation enjoys, 
but too many times simply does not 
appreciate, whether it be the national 
media or some in this Congress or 
whether it be observers of agriculture 
program policy, the modern-day mir-
acle known as U.S. agriculture. That 
used to be a staple of all agriculture 
speeches. I think we need to repeat it— 
the modern miracle that provides the 
cheapest and highest quality food sup-
ply in the world. 

We have heard claims throughout the 
debate that since commodity prices are 
high, we don’t need farm programs. 
That has been in the print of many a 
newspaper and the subject of several 
topics within the national media, on 
television, radio. Those who would 
make these claims do not understand 
agriculture or the challenges our farm-
ers and ranchers face. I doubt seriously 
if they have ever set foot on any farm 
ground. Prices were high in the past 
and, as quickly as they rose, they fell. 
We could very well see history repeat 
itself. This is precisely why we need a 
farm bill to begin with, a farm bill that 
provides an adequate safety net so pro-
ducers can compete in the global mar-
ketplace, producers especially in high- 
risk States such as Kansas, who con-
tribute so much, 350 million bushels of 
wheat a year, maybe 400 million, and 
many other grain products, a big beef 
State. 

These producers may barely scrape 
by for 2, 3, 4, and even 5 years due to in-
clement weather. High-risk agriculture 
is what we call it. But the benefits are 
great. Then 1 year they make it big. 
When they do, they are able to pay 
down some debt and maybe upgrade the 
equipment they have been using for 15 
years or they can take their wife and 
kids on the first vacation they have 

been able to afford in years to take 
time to enjoy. Yet as soon as they get 
a little bit of breathing room, unfortu-
nately, some in the media and other 
critics claim our producers are taking 
advantage of taxpayers, and they are 
getting rich, especially farms that 
farm a lot of acres. It seems to me now 
that we have a new criteria. If you are 
a large farmer, meaning if you farm a 
large number of acres, you are auto-
matically rich, which is simply not the 
case. What other business do you know 
of that can sustain such prolonged pe-
riods of loss only to hold out for 1 year 
of reprieve? That is why we need a safe-
ty net in our farm programs. That is it 
in a nutshell, to help producers weath-
er the storms of instability in the mar-
ketplace. 

It is the deficiency in the safety net 
protections for wheat and sorghum, our 
producers of sorghum and wheat in this 
conference agreement, that does give 
me pause. That certainly doesn’t come 
as any surprise to any member of the 
committee who has taken the time to 
listen to this member. As a Senator 
from a State with high-risk agri-
culture, many of our current farm pro-
grams simply don’t work for my farm-
ers when they have no crop to harvest. 
This is especially true of target prices 
and loan rates. However, two programs 
have worked. In recent years direct 
payments, which should be called safe-
ty net payments and crop insurance, 
have been a lifeline for Kansas farmers 
and their lenders. Yet title I of this 
agreement increases target prices and 
loan rates, the same programs that do 
not help producers when disaster 
strikes and they have no crop to har-
vest, while at the same time cutting 
the safety net payments or what is 
called a direct payment and crop insur-
ance. 

Back in 2002, we discovered that the 
countercyclical program, when we were 
considering that bill and I made the 
same speech on the floor at that par-
ticular time, would not have provided 
assistance in 9 of the previous 17 years 
in Kansas. That is over half the time. 
My question was, why support a farm 
bill that does not help your State, one 
of the biggest producing States in over 
half the number of years as we went 
back the 17 years? And those 9 years 
represented some of our toughest years 
in regard to weather in that period. 
Since that time, because of a prolonged 
drought and late-season freezes, the 
countercyclical and the loan programs 
have simply failed to provide assist-
ance to Kansas producers, even when 
they didn’t get a crop. Direct payments 
or safety net payments and crop insur-
ance did provide the support. 

Unfortunately, these key programs 
are treated as a bank in the conference 
report. Even though both the House 
and Senate passed bills that kept this 
direct payment completely intact, the 
conference report reduces this producer 
support in years 2009, 2010, and 2011. 
Some of my colleagues here and in the 
House have stated publicly they would 

like to see the direct payment ended 
altogether and rely on the counter-
cyclical program. Again, it simply has 
not worked in most of the years that it 
has been in effect on behalf of my State 
of Kansas. These statements did create 
an atmosphere in which moving for-
ward was difficult and at times very 
frustrating. Thankfully, we were able 
to protect salvage farmers who were 
getting ready to head into the fields 
and harvest their 2008 winter wheat 
crop. 

I am pleased the conferees worked 
with me and with others to ensure that 
our producers would not face cuts to 
these direct payments in 2008. Long ago 
these producers signed operating notes 
with their lenders for this crop year. 
They should not have the rules of the 
game changed now. I am pleased we 
prevented that from happening. 

Historically we had kept the crop in-
surance legislation separate from the 
farm bill, but that changed in 2002. Un-
fortunately, it does continue in this 
bill. I think it should be a separate bill. 
I remember all the hard work Senator 
Bob Kerrey and I worked on in regard 
to that bill. It was separate then. Per-
haps we can do that down the road. 
Last time around we took $2 billion out 
of crop insurance. I warned at that 
time that that was a dangerous road to 
take. This time the crop insurance pro-
gram offers close to $6 billion for the 
benefit of other programs in the bill. 
So we are taking from crop insurance, 
using it as a bank for other programs. 
This is going to have an effect on pro-
ducers and providers, and don’t let any-
body tell you differently. While these 
cuts may not unravel the program in 
low-risk States, they are dangerously 
close to doing so in high-risk States. 
You know very well I am talking about 
doing an excellent job of representing 
Colorado, the neighboring State, to the 
west. 

I am also concerned our producers 
will have to pay their premiums ear-
lier, beginning in 2011. This means they 
may have to secure credit to cover the 
payment. I am hopeful that since we 
have a few years before this takes ef-
fect, we can get it fixed before it does 
hit farmers on their balance sheets. 

Notwithstanding my concerns for the 
commodity and the crop insurance sec-
tions of this bill, let me emphasize that 
there are strong, positive provisions in 
this conference report that will go a 
long way to benefit not only Kansas 
but the entire Nation. I thank Finance 
Committee Chairman BAUCUS and 
Ranking Member GRASSLEY and their 
staffs for fighting so hard to ensure 
that the tax title of the Senate bill re-
mained in the conference report. 

I am honored to serve on the Finance 
Committee under their leadership, just 
as I am honored to serve on the Agri-
culture Committee. They often take 
hits from all corners around here be-
cause of their efforts to work together. 
But it is because of their bipartisan-
ship that we have been able to show 
the American people that we can work 
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together to get things done in Wash-
ington. 

They have fashioned an agricultural 
tax relief package that provides tar-
geted tax relief for farmers and ranch-
ers. It encourages significant invest-
ments in conservation, it decreases our 
reliance on foreign energy, and it in-
vests in our rural communities. 

Of particular importance to many of 
us is a provision that does correct an 
inequity in the Tax Code that harms 
retired and disabled farmers when they 
receive the Conservation Reserve Pro-
gram payments. I and many others on 
both sides of the aisle have worked for 
years to get this fixed. 

We also help agricultural businesses 
manage the growing costs of securing 
agricultural pesticides and fertilizers. 
While important to farmers and agri-
cultural businesses, these can also be 
used for illegal purposes. They have in 
the past, including the manufacture of 
explosives, and other drugs very harm-
ful, more especially to young people. 
Those of us in the heartland who re-
member the attack on Oklahoma City 
in 1995 know this risk all too well. Hav-
ing served on the Intelligence Com-
mittee, I know all too well about this 
risk. 

Also included in this title is impor-
tant tax assistance for a community 
called Greensburg, KS. Ten days go, we 
marked the 1-year anniversary of the 
EF–5 tornado—a mile and a half wide— 
an EF–5 tornado that literally wiped 
the town off the Kansas prairie. I have 
seen tornado damage. Serving in the 
Armed Services, I have seen tornado 
damage. I have never seen anything 
like this, destroying literally 95 per-
cent of this community of 1,500 people. 
The grade school, high school, city 
hall, hospital, water tower, fire sta-
tion, every church, and all but three 
businesses in the town were completely 
destroyed. Lives were lost in this 
storm. 

In the aftermath of this devastation, 
Senator BROWNBACK and I put together 
a very modest and temporary tax relief 
bill to help residents and small busi-
nesses pick up the pieces and rebuild 
Greensburg. This tax relief mirrors 
many of the same provisions Congress 
approved to help those affected by Hur-
ricanes Rita and Katrina. 

Some in the House actually ques-
tioned why this legislation was nec-
essary and why it belonged on a farm 
bill. It belonged in the farm bill be-
cause this is a rural development and 
rural revitalization issue. The provi-
sions in the package will help residents 
rebuild the 1,000 homes that were dam-
aged or destroyed and will help the 113 
small businesses in Greensburg to re-
build and grow their businesses. 

This tax legislation represents ex-
actly what our Government should do 
to help in times of extreme need, and it 
belongs in this bill. Frankly, the House 
should have passed it a year ago, as the 
Senate did originally on May 25, 2007. 

The tax title of this conference re-
port is a solid win for rural America, 

and it is a major reason why I will sup-
port this legislation—despite my con-
cerns with the commodity title and 
crop insurance, which I have already 
gone over. 

I also thank the chairman of the Ag-
riculture Committee and the ranking 
member, Senator CHAMBLISS, for work-
ing with me to address my concerns 
with regard to the Rural Utilities Serv-
ice’s broadband loan program. The re-
forms included here represent a rare bi-
partisan and consensus-driven effort to 
bring broadband Internet to more 
Americans. 

As has been noted by others, the con-
ference report makes significant in-
vestments in conservation programs 
that are popular in Kansas, such as 
EQIP and the Open Fields program 
that Senator CONRAD and I have been 
working on for years. 

I am also pleased to see the invest-
ments made in nutrition policy, spe-
cifically the provisions which encour-
age our schoolchildren to eat more 
whole grain foods. Whole grain prod-
ucts are an excellent source of fiber 
and provide nutrients that help reduce 
the risk of heart disease. 

Finally, the bill includes two sec-
tions that are extremely important to 
Kansas. 

First, through the livestock title of 
this bill, we have ensured that com-
petition is protected in the market-
place and that producers will continue 
to be able to market their livestock as 
they see fit. I am also pleased the live-
stock title allows for the implementa-
tion of the COOL program, the coun-
try-of-origin labeling program, in a 
way that does not require additional 
burdensome paperwork on our pro-
ducers in the beef industry. The beef 
industry is nearly a $6-billion-a-year 
industry in Kansas. The livestock title 
of the bill helps us ensure it will con-
tinue to be an important part of our 
State’s economy. 

The research title of this bill also in-
cludes an important provision to allow 
DHS to continue plans to build a new 
National Bio and AgroDefense Facility, 
NBAF. 

The research that will be conducted 
at this facility will be crucial in pro-
tecting our livestock and commodity 
industries, human health, and the over-
all health of our Nation’s economy. I 
thank the chairman and ranking mem-
ber for helping to ensure this provision 
was included in the conference report. 

So, Mr. President, as I have said be-
fore, this is not the best possible bill. 
But it may be—and I think is—the best 
bill possible under extremely difficult 
circumstances. Certainly the chairman 
understands that. 

While I am not pleased with the way 
our Kansas wheat and sorghum pro-
ducers are treated in this bill, I am 
worried that no farm bill or revisiting 
the farm bill in the next year or two 
may lead to an even less desirable out-
come. 

You have heard of ‘‘The Last Picture 
Show.’’ This may be ‘‘The Last Farm 

Bill.’’ The fact is that we do have im-
portant provisions in this bill. We also 
have producers who, in a few short days 
or weeks, will be in the fields har-
vesting their 2008 winter wheat crops. 
They need—no, they deserve the pre-
dictability and stability of a long-term 
bill. It is time to let them know the 
rules of the game. 

I wish, Mr. Chairman, we could seek 
unanimous consent simply to pass the 
bill tonight and thereby relieve the 
President of any decision he might 
have to make in terms of a possible 
veto, even though the vote in the 
House was certainly overwhelming on 
behalf of the bill. 

With that, I thank my chairman for 
his patience. 

I thank you, Mr. President, for your 
patience. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Kansas. 
Mr. BROWNBACK. Mr. President, I 

rise to speak of my support for the con-
ference report on the farm bill. I am 
delighted to follow my colleague, Sen-
ator ROBERTS, who supports the bill, 
who has served on the conference com-
mittee and has been a longtime worker 
and writer of farm bills. I think this is 
probably Senator ROBERTS’ fifth or 
sixth farm bill. So I am delighted to 
follow in his wake here and to support 
the same farm bill. 

I wish to commend my colleagues, 
Senator HARKIN and Senator 
CHAMBLISS, for their leadership on this 
issue. I am proud to represent an agri-
culture State, along with Senator ROB-
ERTS, and I am proud to represent Kan-
sas producers and their interests here 
in Washington. I am proud to be here 
representing my dad and brother who 
are full-time farmers and people who 
both use the farm bill and swear at it 
from time to time as well, complaining 
about different of its provisions that 
are in the farm bill that hit them in an 
adverse way. 

Still, I think overall this is a good 
farm bill. I think some of the high-
lights of the farm bill are the expan-
sion of ethanol and the cellulosic eth-
anol field. It is an area we are seeing 
now—with grain prices rising and peo-
ple being concerned about the competi-
tion between food and fuel moving into 
cellulosic—that makes enormous sense, 
and I think it is clearly one of the ways 
of the future we need to go. 

The expansion of biobased products 
that is in the bill, the expansion of the 
conservation area in the bill, with a 
keen interest in the environment that 
continues to grow in the country in its 
importance and its importance to 
farmers—I think those are all high-
lights of the bill. 

I think weak aspects of the bill are 
its treatment, particularly in my 
State, toward wheat and sorghum pro-
ducers. I think those are weak aspects 
of this bill. 

So I think, overall, as my colleague 
from Kansas said, we need to get some 
certainty of a bill done, and it is way 
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past time for that to take place—way 
past time. The extensions that have 
been taking place are an insult to pro-
ducers who have to have some form of 
planning on the horizon to be able to 
move forward. They do not just buy in-
puts on a whim. They have to have 
some planning on the horizon for buy-
ing fuels, for being able to buy fer-
tilizers and chemicals, and, obviously, 
with us doing this in May, this spring 
planting season is over in many places 
and certainly in the waning weeks in 
others. We need to get this done. 

Much has been said about this farm 
bill. It has been well over 2 years in the 
making. I do not believe it is a perfect 
farm bill. No bill ever is. But I believe 
it is a bill we need to pass. My pro-
ducers back home simply want a bill 
passed. That is what I continue to hear 
more and more: We just want to see a 
bill passed. They are tired of the con-
stant wrangling back and forth, and 
they are not pleased with the com-
modity title that has been cut. Neither 
am I. But they would rather have the 
certainty that this bill represents than 
continue living under 1- or 2-week ex-
tensions. 

I would like to focus on reasons why 
I am supporting this farm bill. 

First—and one of the provisions 
noted by my colleague—the tax pack-
age attached to this bill has a lot of 
provisions my farmers and ranchers 
should be able to take advantage of. 
There are several programs and incen-
tives for young and beginning farmers, 
as well as mandatory funding for rural 
micro-entrepreneurs. 

This is an issue I have been focused 
on for several years, along with my col-
league from North Dakota, Senator 
DORGAN. We and many others have put 
forward the New Homestead Act, try-
ing to target the outmigration from 
rural areas, and to cause and to help 
investment in rural communities, to 
help stem this tide of outmigration. 
While we have not been successful in 
passing that New Homestead Act yet, I 
am pleased that many of the initiatives 
in this farm bill are taken from or mir-
ror those provisions in the New Home-
stead Act. I think they will help in the 
outmigration progress that is a big 
problem in my State, that is a big 
problem, I know, in the chairman’s 
State, in Iowa, as well. 

Another piece of the tax package I 
am pleased is in this bill is the provi-
sions to help Greensburg, KS, rebuild. 
My colleague from Kansas noted this is 
a town that was nearly wiped out. 
Ninety percent of the town was wiped 
out. The President has visited there 
twice. He most recently gave the com-
mencement address at the high school, 
less than 2 weeks ago. 

It is heartening to see the heart of 
the people in rebuilding. You knew 
from when you saw Greensburg right 
after the tornado hit and when you met 
with the people that this town was 
coming back, that the will and the 
spirit of the people were there. They 
are building it back green. It is really 

fascinating to see the number of small- 
scale and large-scale windmills that 
are in the town, the number of green 
construction sites and buildings that 
are going up. They want this town to 
be green Greensburg, and they are 
doing it. It is a very interesting thing 
to see. 

I was visiting with the John Deere 
dealership there, and he was showing 
me all of the green features they are 
putting in. This will be the most envi-
ronmentally sensitive John Deere deal-
ership in the country. You can say: 
Well, I am not sure if that title means 
a whole lot, but it is going to be a 
model for dealerships around the coun-
try in the farm equipment business. 
They are excited about it, and I am ex-
cited for them. 

This bill contains tax provisions that 
my colleague from Kansas, Senator 
ROBERTS, has worked hard to get 
passed. They passed this body three 
times but have never made it into law. 
With this bill, they will become law 
and go into practice. 

I am also pleased there are several 
initiatives in this bill to develop the 
biofuels and biobased products. The ag-
riculture industry is now a food, fiber, 
and fuels business. For years, this has 
been the dream of people in agri-
culture: to expand the base of the in-
dustry from food and fiber to food, 
fiber, and fuels. Well, that has now 
taken place. That is now here. 

You travel across my State, you 
travel across the chairman’s State, and 
there have been enormous investments 
in ethanol and the expansion of that 
industry, and it has been a great indus-
try. I realize recently a lot of people 
have taken to hitting at ethanol. I 
would ask them, when they go to the 
gas pump and they are filling up and 
they are looking at how high this price 
is, that they would consider that price 
would be 25 to 40 cents higher without 
ethanol. Do they want that? 

I would note as well that the price of 
corn is not the culprit on the rising 
food prices. It has had an impact, but 
quite modest for what people are expe-
riencing, and it is keeping down your 
fuel prices in an ecologically sound 
way. I think we can expand that eco-
logically sound fashion with the cel-
lulosic base. So I would hope in the fu-
ture you would not only have a corn 
stream going into the ethanol plant 
but you would have a corn stover or 
fodder stream going into that same 
ethanol plant that would build and cre-
ate ethanol out of both cellulose and 
out of the grain as well. That can hap-
pen with this title here. 

I think one of the key provisions is 
loan guarantees and a new production 
tax credit of $1.01 per gallon for cel-
lulosic ethanol that will be available 
through December of 2012. I think this 
is a key provision and a very helpful 
provision in this bill. 

We have been able to make numerous 
everyday household items recently out 
of agricultural products. Not only do 
these products reduce our need for pe-

troleum, they also provide a new mar-
ket for farmers in rural areas to tap 
into. 

For instance, the Kansas Polymer 
Research Center at Pittsburg State 
University in Pittsburgh, KS, has been 
studying, developing, and patenting 
ways to use various soybean oils to re-
place petroleum products. The foam 
rubber in car seats now, they have a 
patent to be able to make that—and it 
is being made in some places or soon 
will be—out of soybean oil rather than 
out of oil products. They have come up 
with ways to use soybean oil to create 
new chairs, materials in carpet, and 
even green concrete. Now, the color of 
the concrete is not actually green, but 
it is using soybean oil providing a new 
market for our farmers and is up to 
four times stronger than regular con-
crete. I am pleased to see this is being 
supported in the bill. 

As I mentioned, I think cellulosic 
ethanol is one of the key titles of the 
bill. One of the Nation’s first cellulosic 
ethanol plants is being built in 
Hugoton, KS. I am pleased it is there. 
I look forward to the further develop-
ment of cellulosic ethanol, and this bill 
helps us get there. 

Finally, while it is not specifically 
legislated through this bill, it is my 
hope the USDA will hold ‘‘New Uses 
Expos’’ around the country to showcase 
these bio-based products that we clear-
ly have been targeting the Congress to 
do and to expand with; that the mar-
ketplace can expand with, that this 
title does, that this bill does, and we 
need to show those products off in 
many places around this country and 
around the world as a further greening 
of the United States and the use of the 
agricultural industry in expanding its 
base. This simply makes sense. Not 
only is the Federal Government re-
quired to procure bio-based products 
when available and affordable, but 
these are the types of innovative ideas 
that we should be pushing our agricul-
tural industry to further develop. We 
all want our farm economy to move to-
ward a more market-based system, and 
these new uses provide us with that op-
portunity. 

In the livestock title, I would like to 
also add that I am pleased to see it is 
going to allow our livestock producers 
to produce for a market and not create 
artificial barriers so the producer can-
not get closer to the consumer. There 
were provisions that were being sug-
gested before that would block our pro-
ducers, our livestock producers, par-
ticularly our beef producers in Kansas, 
from being able to get closer to the 
consumer and thus more of the con-
sumer dollar back to the farmer. Those 
are not in here, and I am very pleased 
the livestock title does not contain 
those and has worked with the pro-
ducers, the livestock producers, to help 
them out. 

These are just a few reasons I am 
supporting this bill. I think the cir-
cumstances have been very difficult, 
but I believe it is a bill worth sup-
porting. I wish to congratulate the 
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chairman and ranking member, Sen-
ator CHAMBLISS, for their leadership on 
a very tough issue and on a tough farm 
bill, and it is time to get it passed. 

Mr. President, with that, I yield the 
floor, and I note the absence of a 
quorum. 

Mr. President, I will withhold that 
for just a minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HAR-
KIN). I thank the Senator from Kansas. 

The Senator from Colorado is recog-
nized. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Parliamentary in-
quiry: Are we in a quorum call? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. We 
are on the bill, and the Senator is rec-
ognized for up to 26 minutes. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Thank you very 
much, Mr. President and Mr. Chair-
man. Thank you so much. 

Let me first say thank you to all of 
the people who have worked on this 
legislation in this body. Tonight is a 
night to celebrate what can be done 
when people come together and work 
for a common effort. To the chairman 
of the Agriculture Committee, the dis-
tinguished Presiding Officer, I will 
only say it is his patience which is the 
kind of patience of Job which has got-
ten us here tonight on the evening be-
fore we pass the conference report on 
the farm bill and get it moved forward 
to finality. It takes someone such as 
the Senator from Iowa who is the only 
U.S. Senator who still lives in the same 
house that he was born in, who really 
understands what it is like to be a salt- 
of-the-earth farmer and rancher, to 
move forward with the kind of patience 
and leadership to finally be at the 
point where we are going to get this 
historic farm bill across the finish line. 
So I wish to thank him, as well as 
Ranking Member CHAMBLISS for his 
leadership. 

This has been a work long in 
progress. I remember some 3 years ago 
beginning some of the first conversa-
tions about the rewrite of the farm bill. 
I fondly remember the chairman of the 
Agriculture Committee, Senator HAR-
KIN, coming to the State of Colorado to 
hold the very first hearing on this farm 
bill which is here before us tonight. 
For that, the producers, the nutrition 
programs, the hunger programs, the 
farmers and ranchers of the State of 
Colorado and of this Nation will always 
be grateful. 

I also wish to say thank you to Sen-
ator BAUCUS and to Senator GRASSLEY, 
the chairman and ranking member of 
the Finance Committee. I have the 
privilege of sitting on both the Finance 
Committee and the Energy Committee. 
At the end of the day, how both com-
mittees were able to work together to 
develop a package that is one that we 
will be rightfully proud of is in part a 
great tribute to both Chairman BAU-
CUS, as well as Senator GRASSLEY, for 
their work. 

I also wish to thank Senator CONRAD 
for his leadership in understanding the 
numbers. He is in a unique situation as 
the chairman of the Budget Committee 

and is the one who understands the 
Federal budget perhaps better than 
anybody else in this entire Chamber. I 
wish to thank also the others who 
served on the conference committee 
and who labored so hard to get this bill 
across the finish line, and to my col-
leagues on the Finance Committee, as 
well as on the Agriculture Committee, 
for all of their great work. 

Across the hallway, on the other side 
of this Capitol, I wish to thank Chair-
man PETERSON of the House Agri-
culture Committee and Chairman RAN-
GEL for his hard work as well, and Con-
gressman SALAZAR, a member of the 
Agriculture Committee, one of the 
salt-of-the-earth, true farmers still 
here in Washington, DC, who still 
wears the calluses on his hands from 
the work that he does on tractors and 
out in the fields. I thank him for his 
leadership. 

Finally, in terms of thanking leader-
ship, it is important for us also to rec-
ognize that we would not be here were 
it not for Senator HARRY REID, our ma-
jority leader, because it was through 
his efforts that he steadfastly contin-
ued to push for us to get a final farm 
bill. His multiple meetings with Speak-
er PELOSI and with the leadership in 
the Senate in the committees to try to 
get us across the finish line is some-
thing we must honor and we must pay 
tribute to because without his leader-
ship, we would not be here tonight. 

I also wish to briefly say thank you 
to my wonderful staff and to the pro-
ducers of the State of Colorado, to 
Grant Leslie, my legislative director, 
Brendan McGuire, to Tommy Olsen, 
and to all of my State staff and Wash-
ington staff who worked so hard on this 
bill. 

I strongly support this farm bill con-
ference report and I wish to thank ev-
eryone who has worked on this bill. It 
is a bill which is bipartisan, forward- 
thinking, a balanced package, and it is 
one which I think will pass overwhelm-
ingly tomorrow. 

There is a lot riding on this farm bill. 
This is a bill that helps families put 
healthy and safe food on their tables. It 
helps kids get fresh fruits and vegeta-
bles for their lunches. It helps protect 
our land and our water. It helps us 
build a clean energy economy so vital 
to the national security of America 
and of the 21st century. Nowhere, how-
ever, is the farm bill more important, 
of course, than on farms and ranches in 
small towns and rural communities all 
across our Nation. Today, more than 
half of the counties in America are des-
ignated as rural counties. Mr. Presi-
dent, 44 of the 64 counties in my State 
of Colorado are defined as rural coun-
ties. For the last 8 years, many of 
these counties which are home to 50 
million Americans have, in my view, 
been largely ignored by Washington, 
DC—ignored in its policies and ignored 
in its priorities. This farm bill sets us 
on the right track and in a new direc-
tion. 

We can see the effects of Washing-
ton’s neglect in places such as my na-

tive Conejos County, one of the poorest 
counties in the entire United States of 
America where almost a quarter of the 
residents today still live below the pov-
erty line. You can also see the dif-
ficulty in rural America on many of 
the Main Streets across the country, 
including Main Street of Brush, CO, 
where you can drive down Main Street 
and probably half of the businesses and 
stores have been closed down. The pop-
ulation in all of those counties across 
all of the eastern plains of my State 
has been declining. 

The truth is, the rural communities 
across our country are struggling. Me-
dian income in rural counties is around 
$11,000 less than the national median— 
$11,000 less than the national median. 
So country cousins and city cousins, 
when they compare their average per 
capita income, they know if you hap-
pen to live in that part of the country, 
you are going to end up making about 
$11,000 less than if you happen to live 
in the city. 

Jobs in many rural areas across 
America are disappearing. Hospitals 
and health clinics are closing. Schools 
have declining enrollments, and young 
people everywhere across rural Amer-
ica have to leave to find opportunities 
elsewhere. It is an exodus that takes 
place from rural America into urban 
America day after day, year after year, 
decade after decade. 

Of the 1,729 rural counties in the Na-
tion, 865—that is about half of those 
counties—lost population between 2000 
and 2005. This map shows all of those 
red counties which have been losing 
population between those years, and it 
is those counties in all of America that 
we try to address to provide a new di-
rection, a new hope, a new opportunity 
and optimism for rural America in this 
farm bill. 

In my view, rural America has been 
forgotten for far too long, and passing 
this farm bill is of the utmost urgency. 
This legislation will help bring new 
life, new energy, and new opportunities 
for farmers and ranchers and for small 
town populations all across America. 
As a reminder of the importance of our 
farms and ranches in rural commu-
nities for our food supply in our soci-
ety, I have for a long time since my 
days as attorney general in Colorado 
had a sign on my desk that says: ‘‘No 
Farms, No Food.’’ 

Today, I have that sign on my desk 
in Washington, DC. I think it is always 
important for all of us to understand 
the importance of agriculture and the 
food security of this Nation to take 
every opportunity to remind the world 
and to remind our fellow 300 million 
American citizens that our food secu-
rity ought never to be taken for grant-
ed. 

Tonight, this legislation, which has 
been led by Chairman HARKIN, is mak-
ing that statement across America: No 
Farms, No Food. I will tell my col-
leagues that anyone who goes without 
food for a day or two will recognize 
how important our farms are to Amer-
ica’s food security. 
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Unfortunately, I don’t think the 

President of the United States has un-
derstood what is at stake. I hope he 
doesn’t veto this bill. He has said mul-
tiple times that he will, even though 
his administration has had ample op-
portunity and has been at the table of 
negotiations and dialogue on the farm 
bill for many years now. So I am hope-
ful at the end of the day, this Presi-
dent, who at least in pictures is from 
Crawford, TX, would understand what 
those rural communities—including 
the community of Crawford, TX, and 
the communities across all of rural 
Texas—that signing this farm bill is an 
important way for him to stand and 
say rural America is, in fact, impor-
tant. 

I am proud of this bill before us. The 
farm bill will spur the clean energy 
revolution that is already underway on 
our farms and fields across America. It 
will help us reach the goal of producing 
25 percent of our energy from renew-
able resources by the year 2025. There 
was a provision that was included in 
the 2007 Energy bill which we passed 
out of this Senate and signed by the 
President which Senator GRASSLEY and 
myself worked on during that Energy 
bill. This farm bill will stimulate rural 
development because in a number of 
different ways it will provide the stim-
ulus needed for rural development to 
move forward, but in particular 
broadband, which is really needed in 
the 21st century for rural America to 
advance, is included and addressed in 
this bill in a major way. 

This farm bill—thank you, Mr. Chair-
man of the Agriculture Committee—is 
also the strongest conservation farm 
bill in the history of the United States 
of America. It will help in an unparal-
leled way, unprecedented way to pro-
tect our lands, our water, and our air 
for future generations to come. 

This farm bill also makes significant 
major investments in nutrition. Some 
of these changes are long overdue, in-
cluding the changes to the food stamps 
program. This bill will help make sure 
we have healthy and safe food on din-
ner tables all across our country. 

Finally, this bill will bring a better 
balance and certainty to agricultural 
markets, while closing loopholes and 
carrying out needed reforms for our 
farm programs. 

Through a set of smart investments, 
this bill will help America build a 
clean energy economy that has its 
roots in America’s farms and fields. I 
predict that in the decade ahead, we 
will see rural America and agriculture 
start to bloom and flower as it em-
braces the new energy frontier. With 
the $1 billion in the farm bill devoted 
to energy programs and an additional 
$403 billion in tax incentives for the 
production of renewable energy, farm-
ers will be able to apply for grants to 
develop biorefineries and improve the 
handling, harvest, transport, and stor-
age of feedstocks for biofuels. 

This bill includes tax credits for 
small wind turbines and cellulosic 

biofuel production, and it stimulates 
research into the methods and tech-
nologies that will allow the most pro-
ductive lands in the world to provide 
more and more of our energy. 

On rural development, this farm bill 
lays the infrastructure to rural 
broadband and micro business loans, 
for accelerating economic development 
in rural areas. The bill includes $150 
million for important rural develop-
ment initiatives, including the $15 mil-
lion for the Micro Enterprise Loan Pro-
gram, a provision I was honored to 
work on with Senator BEN NELSON 
from Nebraska. The program will also 
provide technical assistance and small 
grants and loans to beginning rural en-
trepreneurs. The micro loans will pro-
vide incentives for beginning entre-
preneurs to open their businesses in 
rural communities, thereby creating 
jobs and increasing the rate of rural 
migration. According to the Leeds 
School of Business at the University of 
Colorado, microenterprises account for 
about 30 percent of the jobs in 37 of the 
State’s mostly rural counties. These 
types of important programs are essen-
tial to economic development. 

In my view, this is the strongest con-
servation bill in the history of farm 
bills, building on the 2002 farm bill by 
investing an additional $4.4 billion in 
conservation programs. Non-Federal 
agricultural and forest lands occupy 1.4 
billion acres here in the mainland of 
America. That is about 70 percent of 
the land in the lower 48 States. 

We all consume the air, the water, 
and open space, and enjoy them all, so 
it makes sense that the farm bill 
should provide some incentive for 
farmers and ranchers to deliver these 
public goods, along with all the other 
products they grow. 

That is why the farm bill increases 
spending on conservation programs by 
$7.9 billion, including increasing fund-
ing to important programs such as the 
one developed by the chairman of the 
Agriculture Committee, the Environ-
mental Quality Incentive Program, 
EQIP, increasing the amount by $3.4 
billion. It provides $1.3 billion to the 
Wetland Reserve Program and extends 
the Conservation Reserve Program by 
32 million acres to be enrolled in the 
program from 2010 to 2012, all of which 
have been very successful programs in 
the State of Colorado. 

This is a picture of an EQIP con-
servation innovation grant at work in 
my State of Colorado. These farmers 
from the Saint Vrain and Boulder 
Creek watersheds are learning new 
practices that reduce tillage and in-
crease yields from those farmlands. At 
the end of the day, these farmers went 
home with new ways to boost their bot-
tom line, while reducing erosion. These 
programs work. The EQIP program 
works. We know that we, as a nation, 
will benefit from them. 

On nutrition, sometimes people for-
get that the largest investments in this 
farm bill don’t actually go to the com-
modity programs or the energy pro-

grams or to any of the other titles of 
the farm bill; they go for nutrition. Nu-
trition programs receive two-thirds of 
the funding of this bill. This farm bill 
does some wonderful additional things 
for nutrition and for hunger, including 
the more than $10 billion for nutrition 
programs that will reduce hunger and 
provide kids with healthy meals. That 
is $10 billion above what had been pro-
vided before. That is a significant in-
vestment in nutrition. 

I am particularly proud we are able 
to expand the chairman’s Fresh Fruit 
and Vegetable Program in all 50 States, 
including my State of Colorado. That 
means that in my State—my small 
State of Colorado—80,000 Colorado kids 
are going to get fresh fruits and vege-
tables in their school lunches. This will 
reduce childhood obesity, increase pro-
ductivity in school, and it will teach 
the habits of a healthy lifestyle. 

In food production, there are benefits 
to rural development, energy produc-
tion, but this farm bill also ensures 
continued production of safe, healthy 
food right here at home. 

Growing up on our ranch and farm in 
the San Luis Valley in southern Colo-
rado taught me how tough it is to 
make a living off the land. You work 
sun up to sundown all year. You cannot 
take Sundays off. It is a 7-day-a-week 
job—most of the time 365 days a year. 
You try to raise a good crop or a 
healthy herd, and then without any-
thing you can do to prevent it, a dis-
aster comes, something such as dis-
ease, drought, hail, or flooding, which 
can wipe it all away. I still remember 
when hailstorms would hit our farm. 
My mother would take and pour a salt 
cross outside of our house in the hope 
that somehow the hail would forego de-
stroying our wheat and our alfalfa and 
other crops, because that was our only 
way of subsisting. We have gone be-
yond the cross here, although we all 
have faith. We have moved forward 
with the creation of a disaster program 
that, hopefully, will help us address the 
issue of disaster in rural America. 

I know the time is late. I want to 
make a quick comment about some of 
the reform efforts about which some 
have criticized this farm bill, including 
the White House. I think those criti-
cisms are wrongly placed. I think there 
may be additional reform we can do 
and may do at another time with the 
farm bill. But it is important to note 
we have included reform in this farm 
bill. This farm bill requires direct at-
tribution of payments to individuals, 
rather than ‘‘entities’’ so that there is 
100 percent transparency about who is 
receiving farm program payments. 

The bill eliminates the three-entity 
rule and also includes a provision that 
I helped with to eliminate the ‘‘cowboy 
starter kits,’’ which will prevent the 
distribution of commodity support pay-
ments for land that has been sub-
divided for houses or transferred to 
nonagricultural uses. This is an impor-
tant fix. 

I conclude by saying that those of us 
who have had the privilege of being a 
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part of rural America can appreciate 
how important agriculture in our rural 
communities is to our country. That is 
why I am hopeful the President’s 
threat to veto the bill will be reconsid-
ered. 

The farm bill is not only about 
farms, it is about our future. It is 
about the entrepreneur who wants to 
build a biofuels plant in eastern Colo-
rado; it is about the third grader who, 
for the first time, will get fresh fruits 
and vegetables for lunch; it is about 
the mother who wants us to reduce our 
dependence upon foreign oil so her chil-
dren do not have to fight a war far 
away in the Middle East. It is about all 
of us who want to make sure we have a 
strong and secure America. 

We have a lot at stake in the passage 
of this farm bill. I urge my Democratic 
and Republican colleagues to join us 
and send a strong statement about the 
importance of rural America, our food 
security, and our energy security in an 
overwhelming vote on the conference 
report tomorrow. 

On my part, I will be very proud to 
take this farm bill back to the State of 
Colorado and go throughout the great 
State of Colorado and meet with those 
who care about rural America and the 
food security of this country, and who 
care so much about nutrition, and to 
talk to them about how it is that after 
21⁄2 years of hard labor, we have finally 
gotten to the end of the journey and we 
have a farm bill of which we can all 
rightfully be proud. 

I thank the Presiding Officer and I 
thank the chairman of the Agriculture 
Committee. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

SALAZAR). The Senator from Iowa is 
recognized. 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I believe 
there are no more speakers on the farm 
bill tonight, or I should say the food, 
conservation and energy bill. I will 
close by thanking all of the speakers 
tonight who spoke so eloquently and 
strongly for this bill. I thank them for 
their diligence and interest in and so 
many of them for their efforts in bring-
ing us to this point. It truly is a bipar-
tisan bill. 

A lot of times while I am traveling 
around Iowa and other States, people 
will come up to me and say: Can’t you 
people get together and quit your bick-
ering and get something done? I am 
sure the Presiding Officer has heard 
that, too. We have all heard that. Well, 
this is a time when we did that. We did 
get together in a bipartisan fashion on 
our committee and we worked hard. We 
got it through our committee in a day 
and a half. In December, we had the 
vote here and we had 79 votes for the 
farm bill. You cannot get much more 
bipartisan than that. So we did it. We 
worked together. 

Tomorrow, we will have another hour 
and a half of debate, evenly divided, on 
the bill. There will be at least one mo-

tion, which has already been made, on 
a point of order. I don’t know if there 
will be any others tomorrow morning. 
Then we will proceed to final passage. 
I will have more to say tomorrow 
morning. 

Again, I thank all of the members of 
the Agriculture Committee on both 
sides of the aisle. I can honestly say 
each member of our committee had a 
hand in this bill in one way or the 
other, or on certain parts of it—some 
more than others in different parts. 
The Presiding Officer, my good friend 
from Colorado, Senator SALAZAR—if he 
had one fingerprint on this bill, it 
would be the energy title and all the 
great work he did to help focus us on 
getting more in the bill for biomass en-
ergy, that is, energy from cellulose—to 
begin the process of moving us toward 
more clean, renewable energy in this 
country. I thank the Senator from Col-
orado for all of his hard work in that 
area. However, the Senator also had a 
lot to do with the nutrition title, to 
make sure that was a good title to help 
low-income Americans. 

Everybody on our committee had a 
hand in this. I am privileged to chair a 
great committee. 

This is a committee of caring people. 
I know each of them. I can say that 
characterization applies on both sides 
of the aisle. These are people who care 
very deeply about fighting hard to rep-
resent the minority of Americans who 
live on our farms and our ranches and 
in our small towns and communities. 
But for, I think, the interest and in-
volvement of the members of this Agri-
culture, Nutrition and Forestry Com-
mittee, the legislation that is passed 
here would leave a lot of our rural peo-
ple on the sidelines. 

Let’s face it, we don’t have the votes 
here on farm and rural issues like we 
used to in the old days. So it falls on 
the shoulders of those of us on our Ag-
riculture Committee who represent ag-
riculture and people who live in rural 
America, it falls on us to make sure 
their voices are heard and their con-
cerns are addressed. 

That is why I say I am privileged to 
chair a committee of caring people, 
who care very deeply about those mi-
nority of Americans who work out 
there on farms and ranches every day, 
get up, feed the livestock, plant the 
crops, harvest the crops, who never 
know from one day to the next what 
the weather is going to bring or what 
foreign involvement may mean to mar-
kets or what effect a crop failure or 
abundant crop in another country has 
on this country and on our markets 
and prices. Agriculture is different. A 
lot of people say: Why do we have farm 
programs? We don’t have a program for 
this business or that business. It is be-
cause agriculture is so unique. It is 
sort of the wellspring of everything 
else in our society—the production of 
our food and fiber, for the health of our 
country, and for our exports. 

I was listening to the President of 
the United States give his State of the 
Union Address earlier this year. I heard 
him say, there was one passage—I will 
never forget—he reminded us that last 
year our trade deficit had shrunk. I had 
hoped to hear him say in the next sen-
tence, thanks to our nation’s farmers 
because were it not for the exports of 
our agricultural commodities, our 
trade deficit would be much worse than 
it is. 

Again, I thank everyone for all of 
their statements. I thank all the mem-
bers of our committee. We will be here 
tomorrow morning, and we will have a 
final vote. I hope we will have a strong 
vote. I hope we can beat our 79 votes 
that we had in December. The House 
today had 318 votes. So I hope we have 
an equally strong vote in the Senate 
tomorrow. 

f 

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, MAY 15, 
2008 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen-
ate completes its business today, it 
stand adjourned until 9:30 a.m. tomor-
row, Thursday, May 15; that following 
the prayer and pledge, the Journal of 
proceedings be approved to date, the 
morning hour be deemed expired, the 
time for the two leaders be reserved for 
their use later in the day, and the Sen-
ate resume consideration of the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 2419, 
the Food, Conservation, and Energy 
Act, as under the previous order; I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent that the 
mandatory quorum under rule XXII 
with respect to the cloture motions 
filed be waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

PROGRAM 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, under 
the previous order, tomorrow there will 
be 90 minutes for debate on the con-
ference report prior to votes. Senators 
should expect at least two rollcall 
votes beginning as early as 11 a.m. 

As a reminder, under rule XXII, there 
is a 1 p.m. filing deadline for first-de-
gree amendments to H.R. 980, the col-
lective bargaining legislation. 

Tomorrow, Senators should also be 
prepared for votes in relation to ap-
pointing conferees to the budget reso-
lution conference. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 9:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, if there 
is no further business to come before 
the Senate, I ask unanimous consent 
that it stand adjourned under the pre-
vious order. 

There being no objection, the Senate, 
at 10:45 p.m., adjourned until Thursday, 
May 15, 2008, at 9:30 a.m. 
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